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·1· · · · · · · · ·May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.

·2· · · · · · · · · P R O C E E D I N G S

·3

·4· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Let's go on the record,

·5 please.

·6· · · · · · ·Good morning, everyone.· This is the time

·7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing

·8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain

·9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the

10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"

11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.

12· · · · · · ·My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the

13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this

14 hearing.· Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.

15· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· And what -- I'm Justin Jetter

16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.· I'm here

17 today representing the Utah Division of Public

18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the

19 witness, Robert A. Davis.

20· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Good morning.· My name is

21 Steven Snarr.· I'm assistant attorney general

22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.· With me

23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses

24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason

25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses
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·1 who will be participating telephonically with us to

·2 the extent that may be necessary.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·4· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Steve Mecham representing

·5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,

·6 will be participating by telephone.

·7· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Good morning.· Sophie Hayes on

·8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.· With me at counsel table

·9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and

10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be

11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.

12· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Good morning.· Jennifer

13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and

14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who

15 is our witness in this case of the docket.· Thank you.

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· In terms of the

17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

18 start with --

19· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.· I was

20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be

21 appearing via the phone.· Did he make an appearance?

22· · · · · · ·THE CLERK:· No.

23· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· No.

24· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Okay.

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· And in terms of the
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·1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

·2 start with the Company since it's the Company's

·3 application.· My instinct would be to then proceed

·4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the

·5 Intervenors.· I don't know if you have a preference as

·6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --

·7· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· One thing some of the parties

·8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony

·9 in support of the stipulation first, from all

10 parties --

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.

12· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· -- so the company would go,

13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is

14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates

15 portion.

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· That's fine with me.

17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the

18 Intervenors.

19· · · · · · ·Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going

20 first?

21· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· I'm fine.· We're really just

22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,

23 and supporting the stipulation.

24· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· And then we'll

25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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·1· · · · · · ·Okay.

·2· · · · · · ·And do we anticipate there will be

·3 cross-examination?· I think there will likely be on

·4 the time-of-use portion, no?

·5· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· It's probable, yes.

·6· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· So it's best --

·7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the

·8 witnesses take the witness stand.

·9· · · · · · ·I'll allow counsel to decide whether you

10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify

11 as to the stipulation.

12· · · · · · ·Anything else before we begin?

13· · · · · · ·All right.· Mr. Solander, please call your

14 first witness.

15· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.· Rocky Mountain

16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the

17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding

18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use

19 Program that led up to the stipulation.

20

21· · · · · · · · · ·WILLIAM COMEAU,

22· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

23· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

24

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· And I'm sorry, my
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·1 instructions weren't clear.· You're welcome to take

·2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,

·3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one

·4 has any objection, that's fine as well.

·5· · · · · · ·Go ahead, Mr. Solander.

·6· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.

·7

·8· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

·9 BY MR. SOLANDER:

10· · · Q.· · ·Would you please state and spell your name

11 for the record.

12· · · A.· · ·William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,

13 C-o-m-e-a-u.

14· · · Q.· · ·And what is your current position with

15 Rocky Mountain Power?

16· · · A.· · ·I'm the director of customer solutions.

17· · · Q.· · ·And as the director of customer solutions,

18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this

19 proceeding?

20· · · A.· · ·I did.

21· · · Q.· · ·And do you have any corrections or

22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you

23 filed with that testimony?

24· · · A.· · ·I do not.

25· · · Q.· · ·So if I asked you those same questions
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·1 today, each of your answers would be the same?

·2· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

·3· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· I'd move at this time the

·4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and

·5 exhibits coming in.

·6· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're admitted.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate

·9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the

10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle

11 Incentive Program?

12· · · A.· · ·I did.

13· · · Q.· · ·And do you have a statement in support of

14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and

15 all of the parties?

16· · · A.· · ·I do.

17· · · Q.· · ·Please proceed.

18· · · A.· · ·Okay.· Well, on May 10th, 2016, the

19 Company met with interested parties to provide

20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in

21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in

22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.

23· · · · · · ·On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed

24 an application to implement programs authorized by the

25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,
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·1 including a request for authorization of funding for a

·2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a

·3 proposal to start a series of working group

·4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the

·5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction

·6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

·7· · · · · · ·On January 31st, 2017, after holding

·8 several working group discussions, the company filed

·9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in

10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,

11 together with supporting testimony.

12· · · · · · ·The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle

13 program offers incentives for participation and

14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact

15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom

16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.

17· · · · · · ·The proposed time-of-use program offers

18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of

19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.

20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)

21 customers to participate in a load research study

22 which will help the Company to better understand

23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.

24· · · · · · ·On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties

25 submitted direct testimony in response to the
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·1 Company's supplemental application and proposed

·2 programs.· On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed

·3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed

·4 programs based on recommendations contained in

·5 intervening parties' direct testimony.

·6· · · · · · ·On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a

·7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of

·8 Phase III issues.· Parties to the stipulation have

·9 agreed on all components of the plug-in

10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as

11 described in the stipulation, except for the

12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time

13 periods.

14· · · · · · ·The Company shall guarantee against an

15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate

16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.· If

17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the

18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what

19 costs would have been for the same period under

20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited

21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the

22 one-year commitment.

23· · · · · · ·The parties agree to the proposed maximum

24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in

25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and
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·1 DC fast chargers.

·2· · · · · · ·The Company agrees to meet with interested

·3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate

·4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate

·5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are

·6 warranted.· The Company will also provide a status

·7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of

·8 2018.

·9· · · · · · ·The time-of-use load research study will

10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they

11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require

12 participation for one year.

13· · · · · · ·The Company agrees to keep the load

14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect

15 data for study participants for the duration of the

16 time-of-use program.

17· · · · · · ·The Company further agrees to meet with

18 interested parties to review initial load research

19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study

20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,

21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.

22· · · · · · ·The signing parties believe the

23 stipulation is in the public interest, and

24 respectfully request the Commission approve the

25 stipulation as filed.
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·1· · · Q.· · ·Does that conclude your statement?

·2· · · A.· · ·It does.

·3· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Mr. Comeau is available for

·4 questions from the parties.

·5· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· No questions from the

·6 Division.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· No questions from the Office.

·8· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· No questions.

·9· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No questions.

10· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· And no questions.

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Comeau.

12· · · · · · ·MR. COMEAU:· Thank you.

13· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Solander, does the

14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the

15 stipulation?

16· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· With respect to the

17 stipulation, no.

18· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.

19· · · · · · ·Mr Jetter?

20· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Thank you.

21· · · · · · ·The Division would like to call and have

22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.

23· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Good morning, Mr. Davis.

24· · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Good morning.

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *
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·1· · · · · · · · · ·ROBERT A. DAVIS,

·2· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

·3· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

·4

·5· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·6

·7· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

·8 BY MR. JETTER:

·9· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Davis, would you please state your

10 name and occupation for the record.

11· · · A.· · ·My name is Robert A. Davis.· I'm a utility

12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.

13· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.· And in the course of your

14 appointment with the Division, have you had the

15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled

16 testimony of this docket?

17· · · A.· · ·I have.

18· · · Q.· · ·And have you also had an opportunity to

19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial

20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by

21 the parties in this docket?

22· · · A.· · ·I have.

23· · · Q.· · ·And what is your opinion of the settlement

24 and stipulation?

25· · · A.· · ·The parties reached a settlement on all
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·1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods

·2 for the pilot.· The Division signed and supports the

·3 stipulation.

·4· · · Q.· · ·And do you believe approval of the

·5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,

·6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?

·7· · · A.· · ·I do.

·8· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Thank you.

·9· · · · · · ·I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.

10 He is available for cross-examination.

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Does any party have

12 questions for Mr. Davis?

13· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· None.

14· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· None.

15· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Jetter.

16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.

17· · · · · · ·Mr. Snarr?

18· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Yes, on behalf of the Office

19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and

20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all

21 right.

22· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Of course.

23· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

24· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *
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·1· · · · · · · · · · CHERYL MURRAY,

·2· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

·3· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

·4

·5· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·6

·7· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

·8 BY MR. SNARR:

·9· · · Q.· · ·Please state your name, business address,

10 and for whom you work.

11· · · A.· · ·My name is Cheryl Murray.· My address is

12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.· I work for the

13 Office of Consumer Services.

14· · · Q.· · ·With respect to this case and this

15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or

16 testimony to be submitted?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

18· · · Q.· · ·And did you submit direct testimony

19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as

20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages

21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony

22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?

23· · · A.· · ·Yes.

24· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any changes to your testimony

25 at this time?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

·2· · · Q.· · ·With respect to direct testimony, could

·3 you tell us what changes have you made?

·4· · · A.· · ·Certainly.

·5· · · · · · ·Page 3 Line 49:· Change "two witnesses" to

·6 "one witness."· The corrected line should read, "The

·7 office has one witness in addition to myself."

·8· · · · · · ·Page 3:· Strike Lines 50 through 52, which

·9 reads "1.· Mr. James Daniel will address the rate

10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,

11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."

12· · · · · · ·On that same page, Line 53:· Strike the

13 number "2."

14· · · · · · ·On Page 15, Line 313:· Strike everything

15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in

16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to

17 269.

18· · · · · · ·On Page 15, Line 314:· Capitalize the

19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."

20· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any changes to your rebuttal

21 testimony?

22· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

23· · · Q.· · ·Would you present them.

24· · · A.· · ·Yes.

25· · · · · · ·Page 8 Line 178:· Remove the word, "our,"
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·1 and replace with the word "a."

·2· · · · · · ·Page 14, Line 299:· Strike the words "as

·3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."

·4· · · · · · ·Those are all my changes.

·5· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

·6· · · · · · ·Do you have a statement in support of the

·7 settlement that has been referenced?

·8· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

·9· · · Q.· · ·Could you present that at this time?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes.

11· · · Q.· · ·Did you participate in the settlement

12 discussions?

13· · · A.· · ·I did.

14· · · Q.· · ·Does the Office support the settlement as

15 filed?

16· · · A.· · ·Yes, we do.

17· · · Q.· · ·Do you have some testimony to provide in

18 support of that settlement?

19· · · A.· · ·Yes.

20· · · · · · ·In my direct testimony I recommended

21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the

22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.· Since

23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,

24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,

25 and are included in the tariff attached to the
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·1 stipulation.

·2· · · · · · ·Some of the important tariff changes

·3 include the following:· As originally filed,

·4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for

·5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC

·6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that

·7 customers who received an incentive may be required to

·8 consent by charger usage status.

·9· · · · · · ·In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation

10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is

11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an

12 incentive.· A similar requirement now also exists for

13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if

14 applicable.

15· · · · · · ·In direct testimony the Office recommended

16 that the Company should create a new tariff related

17 specifically to load research study participants.· In

18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the

19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such

20 a tariff.· In negotiations, the parties agreed to that

21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are

22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the

23 stipulation.

24· · · · · · ·In addition to the tariff changes, the

25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements
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·1 important to the Office, such as the additional

·2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ

·3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding

·4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.

·5· · · · · · ·In my direct testimony I suggested that

·6 additional technical conferences be required to

·7 provide specific information regarding outreach and

·8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's

·9 RFP.

10· · · · · · ·In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet

11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office

12 and others.· Although not set as a technical

13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will

14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we

15 were seeking.

16· · · · · · ·I would also note that these meetings will

17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to

18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to

19 address some of the issues raised by parties that

20 could not be included in the subtle design of the

21 program at this time.

22· · · · · · ·The design of the load research study is a

23 major issue for the Office.· Our primary concern was

24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1

25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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·1 statistically significant information without further

·2 stratification by type of charger.

·3· · · · · · ·The stipulation requires the residential

·4 load research participants will be required to have AC

·5 Level 2 chargers.· Limiting the load research study to

·6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our

·7 concern and eliminates the need for additional

·8 stratification.

·9· · · · · · ·Taken as a whole, the Office believes that

10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and

11 recommends that the Commission approve it.

12· · · Q.· · ·Does that conclude your statement?

13· · · A.· · ·Yes.· It does.

14· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· At this time we'd like to move

15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.

16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,

17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted

18 by Cheryl Murray.

19· · · · · · ·We also have the direct testimony of

20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to

21 move those into evidence as well.· His testimony

22 primarily is directed at the issues that were

23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.

24· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Snarr.

25 They're admitted.
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·1· · · · · · ·Does any party have any cross-examination

·2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?

·3· · · · · · ·Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?

·4· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Nothing else.

·5· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·6· · · · · · ·Mr. Mecham.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

·8· · · · · · ·ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis

·9 (appearing by phone).

10· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

11· · · · · · ·MR. ELLIS:· Yes, I can hear you.· I'm

12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I

13 hear you.

14· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Okay.· We would ask that

15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Ellis, this is

17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.

18· · · · · · ·Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth

19 today?

20· · · · · · ·Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

21· · · · · · ·MR. ELLIS:· Yes, I can hear you.

22· · · · · · ·MR. HAMMER:· This is Michael Hammer, the

23 presiding officer.

24· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *
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·1· · · · · · · · · · ·JAMES ELLIS,

·2· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

·3· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

·4

·5· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·6· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Thank you.

·7

·8· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

·9 BY MR. MECHAM:

10· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Ellis, would you please state your

11 name and business address for the record, please.

12· · · A.· · ·James Ellis.· I reside at 6215 Robin Hill

13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.

14· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.· And what is your position at

15 ChargePoint?

16· · · A.· · ·I'm director of utility solutions at

17 ChargePoint.

18· · · Q.· · ·And did you cause to be filed direct

19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this

20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three

21 pages dated May 16th of this year?

22· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

23· · · Q.· · ·And if I were to ask you the questions

24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be

25 the same today?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes, they are.

·2· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

·3· · · · · · ·And does ChargePoint support the

·4 stipulation?

·5· · · A.· · ·ChargePoint supports the stipulation.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

·7· · · · · · ·Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of

·8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as

·9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.

10· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're admitted.

11· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Thank you.· Thank you.

12· · · · · · ·And if there are no questions for

13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.

14· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Does any party have any

15 questions for Mr. Ellis?

16· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· The Office has no questions.

17· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· No questions.

18· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Ellis.

19 You're excused.

20· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· The office would ask --

21· · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

22· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Excuse me.

23· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Do you want Mr. Ellis to

24 stay on the line?

25· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· No.
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·1· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.

·2· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Pardon me.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Go ahead.

·4· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· We have asked for the

·5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.

·6· · · · · · ·We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to

·7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.

·8· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you.

·9· · · · · · ·Does any party have any questions for the

10 witness?

11· · · · · · ·We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.

12· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Thank you.· Utah Clean Energy

13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.

14

15· · · · · · · · · · KEVIN EMERSON,

16· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

17· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

18

19· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

20

21· · · · · · · · · ·DIRECT EXAMINATION

22 BY MS. HAYES:

23· · · Q.· · ·Good morning, Mr. Emerson.

24· · · · · · ·Will you please state your name and

25 position for the record?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes.· My name is Kevin Emerson.· I am the

·2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean

·3 Energy.

·4· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.· Will you please speak somewhat

·5 more slowly?

·6· · · A.· · ·I'm glad to.

·7· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

·8· · · · · · ·Did you file direct testimony in this

·9 docket on April 6th?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes, I submitted direct testimony related

11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on

12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest

13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.

14· · · Q.· · ·And did you also participate in the

15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement

16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

18· · · Q.· · ·Do you have a statement you have prepared

19 regarding that stipulation?

20· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

21· · · · · · ·Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement

22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.

23· · · · · · ·Our main concern with regard to the

24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was

25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle
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·1 charging.

·2· · · · · · ·Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory

·3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at

·4 home.· Charging during off-peak hours, which will

·5 largely take place at home and during the night, will

·6 have the least impact on the utility system.

·7· · · · · · ·Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly

·8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and

·9 also in the interest of fairness for residential

10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2

11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and

12 included in future years.

13· · · · · · ·Ratepayers that live in apartments and

14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at

15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the

16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle

17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,

18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely

19 needed for multi-family properties.

20· · · · · · ·To address our concerns regarding Level 2

21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,

22 the settlement includes a few things:· increased,

23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and

24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure

25 includes more explicit language indicating that
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·1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives

·2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and

·3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the

·4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update

·5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and

·6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with

·7 interested parties after the first year of program

·8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for

·9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing

10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.

11· · · Q.· · ·Does that conclude your statement?

12· · · A.· · ·Yes.

13· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

14· · · · · · ·Utah Clean Energy at this time would move

15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson

16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make

17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.

18· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· It's admitted, and does

19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this

20 time?

21· · · · · · ·Okay.· Thank you, Mr. Emerson.

22· · · · · · ·Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?

23· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Not at this time.· Thank you.

24· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

25· · · · · · ·Ms. Gardner.
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·1· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · ·Western Resource Advocates calls

·3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --

·4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that

·5 he be sworn in at this time.

·6

·7· · · · · · · · · KENNETH L. WILSON,

·8· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

·9· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

10

11· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

12

13· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

14 BY MS. GARDNER:

15· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name

16 and business address for the record.

17· · · A.· · ·Kenneth L. Wilson.· Business address for

18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,

19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.

20· · · Q.· · ·And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your

21 position with Western Resource Advocates.

22· · · A.· · ·Yes.· I'm the engineering fellow.

23· · · Q.· · ·Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I

24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA

25 Exhibit 1.1?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

·2· · · Q.· · ·And did you file direct testimony in

·3 Phase III of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as

·4 WRA Exhibit 2.0?

·5· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Did you file rebuttal testimony, also on

·7 Phase III, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA

·8 Exhibit 3.0?

·9· · · A.· · ·Yes.

10· · · Q.· · ·And did you file surrebuttal testimony in

11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA

12 Exhibit 4.0?

13· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

14· · · Q.· · ·And finally, did you also file an

15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitled,

16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by

17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?

18· · · A.· · ·Yes.

19· · · Q.· · ·And to the best of your knowledge,

20 Mr. Wilson, is everything in your testimony true and

21 correct?

22· · · A.· · ·It is.· However, there's some

23 clarification regarding a section of my surrebuttal

24 that I would like to make when I testify to the rate

25 structures, so I can do that a bit later.
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·1· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And Mr. Wilson, was WRA a signatory

·2 to the settlement agreement filed with the Commission

·3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling

·4 parties on May 16th, 2017?

·5· · · A.· · ·Yes, we were.

·6· · · · · · ·The parties discussed numerous issues.

·7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the

·8 settlement.· One was extending the length of the pilot

·9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and

10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers.· And so

11 both of those issues were taken care of in the

12 settlement and we are very comfortable signing it.

13· · · Q.· · ·And Mr. Wilson, just one follow up there.

14· · · · · · ·Do you believe that to the best of your

15 knowledge that the settlement agreement is just,

16 reasonable, and in the public interest?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

18· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

19· · · · · · ·So at this time WRA would move for the

20 admission of all of Mr. Wilson's testimony, his CV, as

21 well as Exhibit A.

22· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're admitted.

23· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Thank you.

24· · · · · · ·Mr. Wilson is available for questions.

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Does any party have any
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·1 questions for Mr. Wilson?

·2· · · · · · ·Ms. Gardner, anything else?

·3· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· No, that's all.· Thank you.

·4· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·5· · · · · · ·Anything else from any party before we

·6 proceed to discussing the remaining issues -- or I

·7 should say, receiving testimony on the remaining

·8 issues?

·9· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· If I didn't move so before,

10 I'd move that the stipulation and partial settlement

11 agreement of Phase III issues be entered into the

12 record.

13· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're entered.· Thank

14 you.

15· · · · · · ·All right.· Then we'll proceed.

16· · · · · · ·Mr. Solander, please call your first

17 witness.

18· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.· The Company

19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's

20 proposed time-of-use programs.

21

22· · · · · · · · · ·ROBERT M. MEREDITH,

23· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

24· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *
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·1· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · MR. SOLANDER:· Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

·3· · · · · · ·MR. MEREDITH:· Morning.

·4

·5· · · · · · · · · ·DIRECT EXAMINATION

·6 BY MR. SOLANDER:

·7· · · Q.· · ·Would you please state and spell your name

·8 for the record.

·9· · · A.· · ·Robert M. Meredith.· R-o-b-e-r-t, M.,

10 M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h.

11· · · Q.· · ·And what is your current position with

12 PacifiCorp?

13· · · A.· · ·Manager of pricing and cost of service.

14· · · Q.· · ·And is this your first time testifying in

15 front of the Utah Public Service Commission?

16· · · A.· · ·It is.

17· · · Q.· · ·Could you just give the Commission a brief

18 summary of your background and how you came to your

19 current position?

20· · · A.· · ·Sure.· I've been working with the Company

21 for about 12 years in the customer service regulation

22 and integrated resource planning departments in

23 various roles of increasing responsibility.

24· · · · · · ·In March of 2016 I assumed my present

25 position, and in this role I'm responsible for
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·1 overseeing the analysis and the work that's entailed

·2 with supporting the prices and the cost of service

·3 analysis for all six states that PacifiCorp serves.

·4· · · Q.· · ·And as part of those duties, did you cause

·5 to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal

·6 testimony in Phase III of this proceeding?

·7· · · A.· · ·I did.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And do you have any corrections or

·9 additions to any of those pieces of testimony that

10 you'd like to make at this time?

11· · · A.· · ·I do not.

12· · · Q.· · ·Have you prepared a statement -- a summary

13 statement in support of the Company's position with

14 respect to time-of-use rates?

15· · · A.· · ·Yes, I have.

16· · · Q.· · ·Please proceed.

17· · · A.· · ·Good morning.· I'd first like to say that

18 I appreciate the time, effort, and thoughtfulness the

19 various parties have put into this effort to develop

20 an electric vehicle time-of-use pilot.

21· · · · · · ·Prior to our Phase III filing, five

22 workshops were held to discuss the pilot.· There have

23 been two rounds of testimony and several settlement

24 discussions that have culminated in the stipulation

25 and partial settlement agreement of Phase III issues.
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·1· · · · · · ·I think that this partial settlement is

·2 just, reasonable, in the public interest, and moves

·3 forward many of the issues for the pilot.

·4· · · · · · ·This partial settlement resolved all

·5 issues pertaining to the electric-vehicle time-of-use

·6 pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use

·7 periods.

·8· · · · · · ·From my review of other parties'

·9 surrebuttal testimony, other parties have also

10 expressed their support for the time-of-use periods

11 that the Company proposed.· The only remaining issue

12 in dispute among the parties, therefore, is the rates

13 themselves.

14· · · · · · ·Western Resource Advocates supports the

15 two rate designs that the Company proposes.· This

16 includes two clean time-of-use options, one with a

17 moderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that

18 is about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22

19 cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a more

20 pronounced differential that is about three cents per

21 kilowatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour

22 on peak.

23· · · · · · ·The Company's proposed rates are easy to

24 understand, would produce results that would provide

25 meaningful information, and would encourage PEB
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·1 charging outside of the times when the Company's peaks

·2 occur.

·3· · · · · · ·The two rate options proposed by the

·4 Company are different enough that strong inferences

·5 could be drawn for several variables, and useful

·6 information could be gleaned from both the load

·7 research study as well as for customers who opt into

·8 one of the rates, apart from the load research study.

·9· · · · · · ·The Division, the Office, and Utah Clean

10 Energy have coalesced around two options:· one that is

11 the same as the Company's Rate Option 1, and another

12 that is otherwise the same, but has inverted tier

13 blocks such that additional monthly energy consumption

14 is charged at a higher rate.

15· · · · · · ·Testing a tiered option compared to a

16 non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an

17 electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot, doesn't make a

18 whole lot of sense to me.· The tiered-rate option that

19 the Office, the Division, and Utah Clean Energy

20 proposed is not very different from Rate Option 1.

21· · · · · · ·I'm not sure what we would learn, if

22 anything, from testing out these two different rate

23 options against one other.

24· · · · · · ·While energy charge tiers are being

25 extolled by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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·1 overall energy reductions, I don't really think that

·2 we would be able to parse out the impact that tiers

·3 would specifically have on energy reductions from

·4 their proposal in this pilot.

·5· · · · · · ·Time-of-use participants for this pilot

·6 would be individuals who perhaps very recently have

·7 adopted electric vehicles, and could have a lot of

·8 usage associated with that electric-vehicle charging.

·9 I do not know how reliable any estimates of energy

10 efficiency could actually be for this population of

11 customers.

12· · · · · · ·Furthermore, tiered rates may encourage

13 energy efficiency, but they discourage

14 electric-vehicle adoption.· You cannot both discourage

15 energy usage and encourage additional load from

16 electric vehicles; the two goals are diametrically

17 opposed to one another.· Tiered rates may encourage

18 energy efficiency, but they do so to the detriment of

19 electric-vehicle adoption.

20· · · · · · ·Finally, tiers send a blunt price signal

21 for customers to reduce overall energy usage.· On the

22 other hand, time-of-use prices send a better, more

23 detailed, cost-informed, price signal for customers to

24 use energy at the right times.· And it's more

25 important for customers to use energy at the right

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 39
·1 times than it is for them to use less overall.

·2· · · · · · ·Concluding an option with tiers distracts

·3 the Company's final analysis for this pilot and also

·4 distracts customers from the more critical finding

·5 that we're seeking in this pilot, which is:· What is

·6 the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that will

·7 entice customers to use less during on-peak times?

·8· · · · · · ·For all these reasons I recommend that the

·9 Commission approve the Company's proposed rate options

10 for the electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot.· Thank

11 you.

12· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.· Mr. Meredith is

13 available for cross-examination by the parties or

14 questions from the Commission.

15· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Jetter.

16· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· No questions from the

17 Division.· Thank you.

18· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Miss Murray?

19· · · · · · ·I'm sorry.· Mr. Snarr.

20· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Thank you.

21· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· I demoted you,

22 Mr. Snarr.· I'm sorry.

23· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· I'm demoted now, but if I

24 don't get it right, Ms. Murray can follow up.· Thank

25 you.
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·1· · · · · · ·I have some questions.

·2

·3· · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION

·4 BY MR. SNARR:

·5· · · Q.· · ·Directing your attention to your

·6 surrebuttal testimony at Lines 29 through 37, you

·7 identified the issues you understand to still be in

·8 dispute that the Commission should address at this

·9 hearing, and you've talked about some of the issues

10 here in your summary.

11· · · · · · ·Would you agree with me that the bullet

12 points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your

13 testimony are no longer in dispute?

14· · · A.· · ·Yes, I would.

15· · · Q.· · ·Okay.

16· · · · · · ·With respect to the issues that do remain

17 in dispute, isn't it true that they are competing

18 proposals on how to design two TOU rates:· one where

19 Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,

20 one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a

21 larger rate differential; and a counter-proposal

22 supported by other parties where one rate would

23 include a modest rate differential and the other TOU

24 rate would be based off the same rate differential but

25 would feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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·1· · · A.· · ·That's correct.· That's my understanding.

·2· · · Q.· · ·Let's now address the issues that relate

·3 to the tiered or inclining block rates.· At Lines 105

·4 through 107 of your surrebuttal testimony, you state,

·5· · · · · · ·"While tiers have generally been

·6· · · · · · ·instituted to encourage efficiency,

·7· · · · · · ·for policy reasons they can be a

·8· · · · · · ·barrier for customers seeking to buy

·9· · · · · · ·or lease a PEV"; is that correct?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes.

11· · · Q.· · ·Have you conducted any studies to know if

12 that statement is true?

13· · · A.· · ·I have not conducted any specific studies

14 to know whether that statement is true, but I believe

15 that customers do respond to price signals, and having

16 a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for some

17 customers, be a barrier.

18· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any ideas as to how many

19 electric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Utah

20 service territory?

21· · · A.· · ·I don't know exactly right now.· My

22 understanding is that it's somewhere between 2000 and

23 2500.

24· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Isn't it true that most of those

25 customers have some type of charger situated at their
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·1 home to charge their electric vehicle?

·2· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

·3· · · Q.· · ·And isn't it true that those customers

·4 utilizing a home charger would receive electricity

·5 through the Rocky Mountain Power residential rate

·6 that's currently in place?

·7· · · A.· · ·That's my understanding, yes, they would.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And isn't it also true that the rates that

·9 apply to those residential customers are designed with

10 tiers or inclining block rates to encourage

11 conservation?

12· · · A.· · ·They are.

13· · · Q.· · ·And to discourage the extent of use of

14 electricity?

15· · · A.· · ·That's the policy objectives that tiered

16 rates have right now, yes.

17· · · Q.· · ·So these 2000 to 2500 consumers in Utah

18 have somehow found their way to buying an electric

19 vehicle thus far; isn't that right?

20· · · A.· · ·They have, but I would note that 2000 to

21 2500 is not a very large number of our customers who

22 have electric vehicles right now, so --

23· · · Q.· · ·As you understand the proposed pilot rate

24 study, will the study focus on the habits or

25 inclinations of consumers who might be considering the
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·1 purchase or lease of an electric vehicle?

·2· · · A.· · ·Our study will specifically look for --

·3 the load research study we'll specifically examine

·4 customers who have an electric vehicle already.

·5 However, we will always, through surveys, understand

·6 whether any customers -- whether the time-of-use rates

·7 or the presence of those time-of-use rates was

·8 something that helped entice those customers to make

·9 that decision, because it is going to be available for

10 up to 1000 customers to specifically opt in to one of

11 the two rate options.

12· · · · · · ·And so I think that some customers will

13 specifically see that and realize that there may be

14 cheaper rates available to them if they can charge

15 their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and

16 knowing that -- and looking at what their savings

17 might be -- that may push them over the edge into

18 making that decision to either purchase or lease an

19 electric vehicle.

20· · · Q.· · ·Now, does -- your study program has a

21 process whereby you're going to attempt to identify

22 those people who would participate in the program with

23 an electric vehicle; is that correct?

24· · · A.· · ·Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify

25 those people who have an electric vehicle presently?

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 44
·1· · · Q.· · ·Yes.

·2· · · A.· · ·Yes.· And that is what we will

·3 specifically use to target our load research study,

·4 where we'll be specifically focused on the behaviors

·5 of customers who are on one of the two time-of-use

·6 options; or a control group who are subject to the

·7 standard rates that they are right now, and then

·8 seeing what naturally would occur with their charging

·9 behavior.

10· · · Q.· · ·So the primary focus of the study is to

11 examine the charging behavior, whether they're on the

12 standard residential rate, whether they were on one of

13 the two time-of-use rates; is that right?

14· · · A.· · ·I think that's one of the main things that

15 we're going to be looking at, but I think that also

16 the pilot as it's currently structured has two

17 components:· one component which is a load research

18 study specifically, which has higher incentive levels

19 to entice existing electric vehicle customers to be on

20 that study right away, and to be on one of the two

21 rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the

22 two rate options and be on a control group.

23· · · · · · ·And then that's going to have another

24 segment which is going to be customers who decide to

25 choose one of these two time-of-use options; and those
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·1 customers may be existing electric vehicle customers

·2 or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those

·3 time-of-use rates played a role in their decision to

·4 adopt an electric vehicle.

·5· · · Q.· · ·Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the

·6 time-of-use rates to customers that don't have

·7 electric vehicles?

·8· · · A.· · ·We do offer a time-of-use option for

·9 customers who don't have electric vehicles.· Our

10 Schedule 2 is an option that customers who don't have

11 electric vehicles may choose.

12· · · Q.· · ·All right.

13· · · · · · ·In the study you're proposing, you will be

14 comparing the three different groups as part of your

15 pilot study; is that correct?

16· · · A.· · ·It's part of the load research study, yes:

17 a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate Option 2.

18· · · Q.· · ·So necessarily there's going to be some

19 comparison made between customers who might be on a

20 rate that would include some tiered or inclining

21 blocks --

22· · · A.· · ·Yes.

23· · · Q.· · ·-- as well as those that are not?

24· · · A.· · ·Yes.

25· · · Q.· · ·And to include one more rate, a
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·1 time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a block

·2 feature would not complicate the study much, because

·3 you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a

·4 residential program, aren't you?

·5· · · A.· · ·I think my primary contention with having

·6 a tiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is

·7 that, first, as I mentioned in my summary statement

·8 there is not a whole lot of difference between the

·9 tiers that are being proposed.

10· · · · · · ·And I think that specifically we're

11 wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly

12 far apart from one another, in terms of the price

13 signals that customers would see, and I believe that

14 that will provide more useful information in terms of

15 understanding charging behavior and other variables

16 that I think are useful, such as what role this may

17 play in electric-vehicle adoption.

18· · · Q.· · ·Have you reviewed the testimony -- the

19 surrebuttal testimony of -- of Utah Clean Energy's

20 Sarah Wright?

21· · · A.· · ·Yes, I have.

22· · · Q.· · ·And isn't it true that the Utah Clean

23 Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2

24 would not become applicable until after levels

25 contemplated for average residential usage and
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·1 anticipated normal electric vehicle charging usage

·2 would fully accommodate?

·3· · · A.· · ·For the average customer, the way that my

·4 understanding is:· She has designed this such that a

·5 typical customer who uses about 700 kilowatt hours per

·6 month and then has additional load of about 300

·7 kilowatt hours a month, which would encompass -- I

·8 think what I've said may be sort of a typical energy

·9 level of charging for a thousand miles a month.· That

10 would all add up to 1000 kilowatt hours.

11· · · · · · ·However, if a customer had all 1000 of

12 those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those

13 customers would be subject to the tiered rates.

14· · · · · · ·I would also note that many customers are

15 not the average.· There will be many who are below

16 that average and many who are above that average.· And

17 so for those customers who are above the average,

18 those tiers potentially are a little bit more of a

19 barrier for that customer, a little bit longer of a

20 payback period for that customer, in terms of their

21 decision to adopt an electric vehicle.

22· · · Q.· · ·In your summary just presented earlier

23 today, you said that

24· · · · · · ·"The usage for electric vehicles

25· · · · · · ·should be encouraged and is
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·1· · · · · · ·diametrically opposed to the policies

·2· · · · · · ·we have with reference to energy

·3· · · · · · ·conservation," or words to that

·4· · · · · · ·effect.

·5· · · A.· · ·I think what I said was that specifically

·6 with this pilot which is -- we are making this ap --

·7 we've made this application for this pilot and we're

·8 looking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to

·9 specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,

10 which looks to encourage electric-vehicle charging

11 during the off-peak period.· And so I think that for

12 that, the goals of specifically encouraging energy

13 efficiency and discouraging electric-vehicle adoption

14 are diametrically opposed to one another.

15· · · · · · ·So I would say that for our existing

16 rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy

17 efficiency, but they do also discourage

18 electric-vehicle adoption.

19· · · Q.· · ·So with respect to the current rates,

20 would I contemplate a proposal from Rocky Mountain:

21 We just take off the existing tiers for residential

22 rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?

23· · · A.· · ·That's not specifically what the Company

24 is proposing right now.

25· · · · · · ·What we are looking at is a time-of-use
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·1 options (sic) where customers who opt to be in to a

·2 time-of-use rate -- where those customers now have the

·3 opportunity for much higher bills if their energy

·4 occurs more during the on-peak period -- would no

·5 longer be subject to the tiers, because they are now

·6 subject to a more cost-based, more-detailed pricing,

·7 which includes time-of-use prices.

·8· · · Q.· · ·I guess the real question is:· Can

·9 time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're

10 also trying to encourage energy conservation?

11· · · A.· · ·They can co-exist, but I think they

12 undermine some of the goals that are trying to be

13 achieved here, specifically encouraging electric

14 vehicle charging during the off-peak period.

15· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· I have no further questions.

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

17· · · · · · ·Mr. Mecham?

18· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· I have no questions, thank

19 you.

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Hayes?

21· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

22· · · · · · ·MR. MEREDITH:· Good morning.

23· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

24· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *
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·1· · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION

·2 BY MS. HAYES:

·3· · · Q.· · ·If I could direct you to your surrebuttal

·4 testimony, at Line 100, you say,

·5· · · · · · ·"In this pilot, tiers would distract

·6· · · · · · ·from the primary message for

·7· · · · · · ·customers to manage their hourly

·8· · · · · · ·energy consumption with time of

·9· · · · · · ·use" --

10· · · · · · ·I'm so sorry -- pardon me.

11· · · · · · ·I'm reading from Mr. Meredith's testimony

12 at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.

13· · · · · · ·"In this pilot, tiers would distract

14· · · · · · ·from the primary message for

15· · · · · · ·customers to manage their hourly

16· · · · · · ·energy consumption with time of use."

17· · · · · · ·That's what it says; is that correct?

18· · · A.· · ·Yes.

19· · · Q.· · ·This is -- this is your opinion, correct?

20· · · A.· · ·It is my opinion.

21· · · Q.· · ·You don't -- this isn't based on a study

22 you've actually conducted already, is it?

23· · · A.· · ·No.

24· · · Q.· · ·All right.· And -- and -- or -- or that

25 others have conducted; studies that others have
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·1 conducted, correct?

·2· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

·3· · · Q.· · ·All right.· In your statement just now,

·4 you said that tiered time-of-use rates would

·5 discourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?

·6· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·7· · · Q.· · ·It's true, though, isn't it, that one of

·8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket

·9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes.

11· · · Q.· · ·And that that was one of our primary

12 objectives in designing the tiered time-of-use rate

13 that we did?

14· · · A.· · ·Yes.

15· · · Q.· · ·All right.· Have you reviewed Utah Clean

16 Energy's tiered time-of-use Rate Option 2?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, I have.

18· · · Q.· · ·And if you want a visual, it's Sarah

19 Wright's surrebuttal, Page 45.

20· · · · · · ·And in your surrebuttal you did some

21 analysis regarding the cost of charging and the simple

22 payback of an electric vehicle --

23· · · A.· · ·Uh-huh.

24· · · Q.· · ·-- at different time-of-use prices.· And

25 I'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you.· But
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·1 looking at this comparison of Rocky Mountain Power's

·2 Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,

·3 it's true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of

·4 Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the same as

·5 the on-peak tier in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

·6 Option 1; is that correct?

·7· · · A.· · ·And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents

·8 is --

·9· · · Q.· · ·Yes.

10· · · A.· · ·-- the same between the greater than 200

11 kilowatt hours consumption in Utah Clean Energy's Rate

12 Option 2 versus the Company's proposed Rate

13 Option 1 --

14· · · Q.· · ·Yes.

15· · · A.· · ·-- for on peak?

16· · · · · · ·Yes, they're the same.

17· · · Q.· · ·All right.· And with regard to the

18 off-peak prices, Utah Clean Energy's off-peak prices

19 be in the first tier in Utah Clean Energy's option,

20 the Utah Clean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which

21 is a little less than one cent below Rocky Mountain

22 Power's 6.8 cents --

23· · · A.· · ·Um-hm.

24· · · Q.· · ·-- while our Tier 2 price is less than one

25 cent above --
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·1· · · A.· · ·Uh-huh.

·2· · · Q.· · ·-- Rocky Mountain Power's price.

·3· · · · · · ·And so going to your -- your -- I'm sorry,

·4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM -- TSR --

·5· · · A.· · ·It's TSR, yes.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Yes.· I don't want to ask you to do any

·7 complicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a

·8 month to charge an electric vehicle, and it's less

·9 than one cent more per kilowatt hour to charge

10 entirely in the second tier under Utah Clean Energy's

11 option, that's around four dollars more a month,

12 right?

13· · · A.· · ·I haven't done the math but I would say

14 that relative to what Utah Clean Energy was looking at

15 in the rebuttal testimony where the differential was

16 two-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now moving

17 forward to the surrebuttal testimony which has a

18 differential during the off-peak period of about

19 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, I would say that the

20 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terms of not

21 discouraging electric-vehicle adoption as much.

22· · · · · · ·I would also say, though, that looking at

23 specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,

24 these rates are less discouraging to electric-vehicle

25 adoptions, but also say that they are so similar to
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·1 Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very challenging

·2 to understand very much from these rates.

·3· · · · · · ·And I don't think they're very different

·4 from one another to where we could really draw any

·5 strong inferences from that, from the 1.6 cents for

·6 this specific population.

·7· · · Q.· · ·But you don't know that, having not

·8 actually undergone the load research study?

·9· · · A.· · ·No.· But I know that looking at these

10 rates and seeing how close they are to one another,

11 and just thinking myself about in a few years from now

12 having to write a report and look at how that may have

13 influenced specifically energy reductions -- which I

14 think is what Utah Clean Energy is wanting to

15 understand -- is how tiered rates may influence

16 conservation.

17· · · · · · ·I think it's going to be very challenging

18 to be able to tell that there's one rate option which

19 is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate

20 option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour

21 during the off-peak period -- whether it's below 800,

22 above 800 kilowatt hours -- I haven't done any

23 specific analysis.

24· · · · · · ·But looking at these rates, I think it's

25 going to be very challenging to try and parse out any

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 55
·1 sort of meaningful information from those.

·2· · · Q.· · ·But you've also said that tiers will

·3 distract from -- from the time-of-use price signals.

·4 And so it's a little confusing which argument you're

·5 trying to make.

·6· · · · · · ·I mean are the tiers going to distract

·7 from the price signals or are they going to give

·8 you -- give you the same results?

·9· · · A.· · ·So I think there's -- I think maybe, if I

10 may, what you're trying to say is:· Will they distract

11 the Company's analysis, or will it distract the

12 customers themselves, in terms of deciding to consume

13 more or less energy during the -- during the on- and

14 off-peak periods and respond to the price signals.· Is

15 that what you're trying to understand, because --

16· · · Q.· · ·What I'm trying to understand is -- or

17 what -- it sounds like we don't know what -- what the

18 impact will be.· It sounds like you're making a lot of

19 conclusions without any evidence.

20· · · A.· · ·I think looking at these specific rates

21 and how close they are, I think that it's very likely

22 it will be really hard to say that a customer has

23 really reduced their energy consumption, specifically

24 for electric-vehicle owners, because I think this is a

25 very unique population that we're dealing with.
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·1· · · · · · ·I think it's going to be very challenging

·2 to be able to say whether they have reduced overall

·3 energy consumption or not.

·4· · · · · · ·And I think there are, you know, a couple

·5 of competing goals here with the rates that you're

·6 looking at.· I think that on the one hand you want to

·7 have results that are meaningful enough that you can

·8 really see, you know, two different points and be able

·9 to draw some clear inferences where the two rates are

10 enough different from one another to be able to draw

11 clear conclusions.

12· · · · · · ·On the other hand, I can appreciate that

13 Utah Clean Energy also does not want to discourage

14 electric-vehicle adoption.· I believe that that --

15 that they share that goal with the Company, and with

16 other parties in this case.

17· · · · · · ·However, I think that these rates, as they

18 are, are so similar, that I think that they may --

19 they are not as much of a barrier as what I had

20 previously described in terms of 1.6 cents compared to

21 the two-and-a-half cents.

22· · · · · · ·They are still somewhat of a barrier, I

23 would say, and I think they are still very close to

24 where it's going to be very hard to understand any

25 sort of impact from energy efficiency, specifically
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·1 for this population of customers.

·2· · · Q.· · ·But as you said before, we have not

·3 actually studied this in Utah, the impact of tiered

·4 rates with time-of-use rates, correct?

·5· · · A.· · ·We haven't specifically studied it but I

·6 just -- a visual examination, and I think somebody who

·7 looks at Table 1 from Utah Clean Energy's surrebuttal

·8 will see that these rates are so close, and

·9 specifically looking at this population of

10 electric-vehicle customers, it's going to be very hard

11 to tell whether there was additional energy

12 efficiency.

13· · · · · · ·I think also what will skew the results is

14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, I

15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered

16 option, and then I don't know what that will actually

17 tell us about -- about these customers, even --

18 specifically for the customers who opt into it.

19· · · · · · ·I think the load research study will also

20 be challenging to understand whether there's any

21 behavioral changes, because the rates are so close to

22 one another.

23· · · Q.· · ·There is also a random assignment group,

24 correct?

25· · · A.· · ·Yep.· Yeah.· Yeah.· That's what I'm
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·1 talking about, the two different groups:· one that's

·2 selecting it, and one that's being randomly assigned,

·3 correct.

·4· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No further questions.

·5· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Ms. Hayes.

·6· · · · · · ·Ms. Gardner?

·7· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· We have no questions at this

·8 time.

·9· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

10· · · · · · ·I have just a couple.

11

12· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

13 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

14· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Meredith, leaving aside the

15 tiered-rate issue, I believe there was suggestion in

16 some of the written testimony that with respect to

17 Option 2, something in the way of a compromise of a

18 ratio of less than 10-to-1 might be an acceptable

19 solution, something maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or

20 6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.

21· · · · · · ·Would you consider endorsing something

22 less than 10-to-1 for Option 2?

23· · · A.· · ·I think that having a -- something less

24 than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than

25 comparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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·1 very close to one another.

·2· · · · · · ·My preference would be the 10-to-1, but I

·3 think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would also give us useful

·4 information.· I think that having those points sort of

·5 far apart from each other but still providing fairly

·6 robust savings in both options relative to what a

·7 customer can achieve with our present rates, including

·8 our present time-of-use Schedule 2, I think having

·9 those two points far apart from each other will allow

10 us to be able to draw lines between those and be able

11 to clearly tell between different variables what the

12 impacts may be.

13· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

14· · · · · · ·The other parties can speak for themselves

15 but just for my clarification:· I thought I heard you

16 say that with respect to the time period that would be

17 used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no

18 longer disagreement between the parties.· Did I hear

19 you correctly?

20· · · A.· · ·That's my understanding from reading the

21 surrebuttal testimony of the different parties.

22· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Well, we'll let them speak, but I

23 wanted to make sure I understood you.

24· · · · · · ·Finally, to the extent the Commission were

25 inclined to adopt something like a 10-to-1 or a larger
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·1 ratio for Option 2, are there any measures that the

·2 Company, or specifically you would suggest, that might

·3 be taken to put customers on adequate notice that that

·4 might not be an option that would survive the pilot

·5 program?

·6· · · A.· · ·Absolutely.· I think we need to be very

·7 straightforward with our customers and educate them

·8 well that this is a pilot.· These aren't necessarily

·9 rates that will continue forever, or even beyond this

10 pilot period.

11· · · · · · ·We are looking to gather information and

12 understand the impacts, and then after that point they

13 may be continued in another form or may not be

14 continued.

15· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any specific recommendations,

16 such as language, to the tariff?· I realize that I'm

17 just dropping this on you right now, but do you think

18 that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or

19 some other process to notify customers would be

20 appropriate?

21· · · A.· · ·I think the tariff itself spells out that

22 it's for the pilot period and discusses when it will

23 end.

24· · · · · · ·Let me find the tariff here -- but it

25 does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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·1 step -- step pilot period.· So I think that having

·2 that and specifically having that addressed in the

·3 customer communications that we send to customers will

·4 be important, that they realize that this is a

·5 program.

·6· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· All right.· Thank you.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. MEREDITH:· You're welcome.

·8· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Solander, any

·9 redirect?

10· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.· No redirect.

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you,

12 Mr. Meredith.

13· · · · · · ·Mr. Solander, do you have any other

14 witnesses?

15· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· I do not.· That concludes

16 the Company's presentation.

17· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Jetter.

18· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· The Division would like to

19 recall Mr. Robert A. Davis.· I'm not sure if he's -- I

20 think he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --

21· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Davis, you're still

22 under oath.

23· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Good morning, Mr. Davis.

24· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

25· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 62
·1· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

·2 BY MR. JETTER:

·3· · · Q.· · ·Earlier in this hearing you provided your

·4 name and occupation for the record so I'm not going to

·5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly

·6 the testimony you filed in this docket.

·7· · · · · · ·Is it correct that you have caused to be

·8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and

·9 surrebuttal, and because of the complexity and

10 multiple phases of this docket, I'd like to identify

11 them a little more specifically as PPO Exhibit P3

12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 rebuttal, and

13 PEO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 surrebuttal.

14· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

15· · · Q.· · ·And do you have any corrections or changes

16 you'd like to make to that testimony?

17· · · A.· · ·I do not.

18· · · Q.· · ·If you were asked the same questions that

19 are asked in your prefiled testimony that I just

20 identified today, would your answers remain the same?

21· · · A.· · ·They would.

22· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

23· · · · · · ·I'd like to move to enter into the

24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and

25 surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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·1· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're admitted.

·2· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Thank you.

·3· · · Q.· · ·Have you prepared a brief statement

·4 summarizing the position of the Division?

·5· · · A.· · ·I have.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Please go ahead.

·7· · · A.· · ·The Division has reviewed the Company's

·8 application for implementation of the electric-vehicle

·9 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

10 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

11 docket.

12· · · · · · ·In my direct testimony I expressed the

13 Division's concerns surrounding the Company's proposed

14 time-of-use option to -- as being similar to its

15 Proposed Option 1, but only more aggressive.

16· · · · · · ·The Division expressed its concerns about

17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the

18 Company's Proposed Option 2, based on the customer's

19 ability to shift load, other than charging their

20 electric vehicles to off-peak periods.

21· · · · · · ·Additionally the Division had concerns

22 that the proposed price guarantee may distort usage

23 behavior.· In my rebuttal testimony I expressed the

24 Division's concerns surrounding the proposed rate

25 designs and varying time periods proposed by the
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·1 Office of Consumer Services.

·2· · · · · · ·Similarly I expressed the Division's

·3 concerns surrounding the proposal of Utah Clean

·4 Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and blocking

·5 around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying

·6 time periods and super off-peak pricing.

·7· · · · · · ·In surrebuttal I stated that designing

·8 rates requires balancing several often-opposing or

·9 objectives of principles while trying to address all

10 the parties' expectations for a program such as the

11 Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

12· · · · · · ·Prior to filing testimony, the parties,

13 including the Division, discussed several potential

14 rate designs and time periods for the pilot.

15· · · · · · ·The Division has not previously offered

16 its own rate designs because its rate designs were not

17 significantly different than the other parties'.

18 However, in my surrebuttal I offered the Division's

19 support for the Company's Proposed Option 1, or one of

20 the options proposed by the Office of Consumer

21 Services for one of the pilot options.

22· · · · · · ·For the pilot's Option 2, the Division

23 offered support for Utah Clean Energy's tiered-rate

24 proposal with a different blocking structure providing

25 the billing comparison sent a strong enough signal to
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·1 the customer to charge their electric vehicles off

·2 peak.

·3· · · · · · ·The Division's underlying expectation for

·4 the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two

·5 rate designs that are cost based and potentially could

·6 be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.

·7· · · · · · ·One of the key points to that is an

·8 attempt to understand electric-vehicle customer

·9 behavior and determine what will incent (sic) those

10 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak,

11 and encourage them to use energy more efficiently.

12· · · · · · ·Therefore the Division supports the

13 Company's time-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak

14 off-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as

15 Option 1 for the pilot.

16· · · · · · ·The Division further supports the

17 Company's proposed time periods of 3:00 p.m. to

18 8:00 p.m. for the summer and winter months, with an

19 additional 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. window during the

20 winter months excluding weekends and holidays for both

21 proposed time-of-use rate options.

22· · · · · · ·Since rebuttal testimony, the parties had

23 several discussions regarding a time-of-use Option 2

24 proposal that would optimally support the pilot.· The

25 expectation of the time-of-use rate to incent
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·1 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak

·2 also needs to consider bill impacts that may occur as

·3 a result of the proposed rates combined with the

·4 customer's other energy-use behaviors.

·5· · · · · · ·From these discussions, in consideration

·6 of the parties' expectations and Company's proposed

·7 Option 2, the Division supports Utah Clean Energy's

·8 revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200

·9 kilowatt on peak and 800 kilowatt off peak as an

10 overall compromise.· Utah Clean Energy's design offers

11 a similar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.

12· · · · · · ·The Company's proposed Option 1, while

13 incenting customers to use energy more efficiently

14 through the design's tiered blocks.

15· · · · · · ·In consideration the settlement between

16 the parties for all other issues, the Division

17 supports the Company's proposed time-of-use Option 1,

18 the Company's proposed time-of-use periods, and Utah

19 Clean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as

20 discussed above.

21· · · · · · ·The Division finds electric-vehicle

22 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

23 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

24 docket to be in the public interest, and recommends

25 approval.
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·1· · · · · · ·The Division recommends its approval be

·2 conditional upon the accounting treatment, reporting

·3 requirements, and treatment of OMAG expenses as in the

·4 prior phases of this docket.· Thank you.

·5· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Thank you.· And I have no

·6 further questions.· Mr. Davidson is available for

·7 cross-examination.

·8· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Solander.

·9· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· No questions.

10· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Mecham?

11· · · · · · ·Ms. Hayes?

12· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No questions.· Thank you.

13· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Gardner?

14· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· No questions.

15

16· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

17 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

18· · · Q.· · ·So Mr. Davis, just to summarize your

19 testimony so I'm clear, essentially the Division is

20 endorsing the Company's Option 1 rate, the Company's

21 proposed time period with respect to peak and off

22 peak, and supports UCE's revised proposal with respect

23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?

24· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

25· · · Q.· · ·How would you respond to Mr. Meredith's
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·1 concern that the similarity between UCE's proposed

·2 Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will undermine

·3 the desired outcome of the pilot period; in other

·4 words, what the Company hopes to learn from conducting

·5 the study?

·6· · · A.· · ·I think Mr. Meredith has valid points.  I

·7 think in -- to compromise.· There's also some benefits

·8 in studying the tiered rates.

·9· · · · · · ·The Division felt, as I mentioned in my

10 direct testimony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little

11 bit punitive, and in the case the customers could not

12 shift some of their other load to off-peak, in

13 consideration of the price guarantee, my understanding

14 is is that is after the year's study.· So during the

15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that

16 would take place.

17· · · · · · ·So that was part of our consideration in

18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.

19· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

20· · · · · · ·And with respect to any proposal to --

21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with

22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to

23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,

24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the

25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1
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·1 ratio?

·2· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· I don't have anything

·4 further.· Thank you, Mr. Davis.

·5· · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

·6· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Snarr.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Yes.· We'd be happy to call

·8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.

·9· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Murray, you're still

10 under oath.

11· · · · · · ·THE WITNESS:· Thank you.

12

13· · · · · · · · · DIRECT EXAMINATION

14 BY MR. SNARR:

15· · · Q.· · ·You previously provided your name and

16 business address and described the testimony that was

17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that

18 correct?

19· · · A.· · ·Yes.

20· · · Q.· · ·Have you prepared a summary of your

21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are

22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?

23· · · A.· · ·Yes, I have.

24· · · Q.· · ·Would you present that summary at this

25 time?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·2· · · · · · ·The settlement stipulation resolved the

·3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to

·4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the

·5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off

·6 peak.· However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony

·7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences

·8 have been narrowed even further.

·9· · · · · · ·For purposes of the pilot study it appears

10 that all parties now support the Company's definition

11 of on- and off-peak time periods.· It also appears

12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU

13 Rate Option 1.· As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only

14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate

15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing

16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed

17 TOU Rate Option 1.

18· · · · · · ·As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,

19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU

20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and

21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate

22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both

23 on-peak and off-peak rates.

24· · · · · · ·The Office believes the following

25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the
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·1 Rate Option 2 design:· maintain approximately the same

·2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both

·3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary

·4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied

·5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes

·6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference

·7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,

·8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would

·9 still be collected; design an appropriate break

10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate

11 design differential.

12· · · · · · ·Tiers should be developed in the context

13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700

14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the

15 additional consumption associated with electric

16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.

17· · · · · · ·The Office has reviewed the specific

18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in

19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria

20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design

21 for TOU Rate Option 2.

22· · · · · · ·In our surrebuttal testimony the Office

23 recommended that the Commission order a short

24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would

25 require the Company to submit specific rates that
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·1 would comply with the concept the Commission

·2 determines are in the public interest.

·3· · · · · · ·If the Commission accepts Utah Clean

·4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend

·5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the

·6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to

·7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts

·8 can be verified.

·9· · · · · · ·The Commission should also allow comments

10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so

11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the

12 Commission's objectives.

13· · · Q.· · ·Does that conclude your summary?

14· · · A.· · ·It does.

15· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· We would tender Ms. Murray for

16 cross-examination.

17· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Solander?

18· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Nothing.

19· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Jetter?

20· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· No questions.

21· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Mecham?

22· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Nothing, thank you.

23· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Hayes.

24· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No questions.· Thank you.

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Gardner.

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 73
·1· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· No questions.

·2

·3· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

·4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

·5· · · Q.· · ·Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:

·6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all

·7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission

·8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?

·9· · · A.· · ·Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.

10· · · Q.· · ·Regarding the rates.

11· · · · · · ·So specifically -- on board with the

12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,

13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's

14 proposal with respect to Option 2?

15· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

16· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And do you have anything you would

17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern

18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the

19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the

20 study?

21· · · A.· · ·Well, we think it is reasonable to have

22 those two options available.· I would note in -- and I

23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we

24 will be able to observe what effect it has on

25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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·1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on

·2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.

·3· · · · · · ·And so we think that tiers within it would

·4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those

·5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing

·6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to

·7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some

·9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the

10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock

11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until

12 the end of the year.· Does the Office care to comment

13 with respect to that observation?

14· · · A.· · ·Well -- (Pause)

15· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Ready?· Go ahead,

16 Ms. Murray.

17· · · · · · ·MS. MURRAY:· I guess I would have two

18 observations regarding that.· First, in the

19 available-to-select group -- so people who are

20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one

21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's

22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity

23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the

24 randomly-assigned group where the load research

25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they
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·1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate

·2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would

·3 be under Residential Schedule 1.· However, month by

·4 month they would see that sticker shock.

·5· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· All right.· I have

·6 nothing else.· Thank you, Ms. Murray.

·7· · · · · · ·Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to

·8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III

·9 hearing?

10· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· I do not.· Thank you.

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

12· · · · · · ·Ms. Hayes.

13· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Thank you.· Utah Clean Energy

14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could

15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,

16 and --

17· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Two things:· Mr. Snarr,

18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed

19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the

20 opportunity to call him or her.

21· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· We have no other witnesses

22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect

23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I

24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you.· Does
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·1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?

·2· · · · · · ·Okay.· We'll be in recess until 10:30.

·3 Thanks.

·4· · · · · · (There was a break taken.)

·5· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· We're back on the

·6 record.· Ms. Hayes.

·7· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

·8· · · · · · ·Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah

·9 Wright.· And she will need to be sworn.

10

11· · · · · · · · · · ·SARAH WRIGHT,

12· · ·called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

13· · · · was examined and testified as follows:

14

15· · · · · · HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

16

17· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

18 BY MS. HAYES:

19· · · Q.· · ·Ms. Wright, please state your name and

20 title for the record.

21· · · A.· · ·My name is Sarah Wright.· I'm the

22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.

23· · · Q.· · ·In Phase III of this docket, did you file

24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,

25 2017?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

·2· · · Q.· · ·And did you file rebuttal testimony on

·3 April 27th, 2017?

·4· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·5· · · Q.· · ·And did you file surrebuttal testimony on

·6 May 16th, 2017?

·7· · · A.· · ·Yes, I did.

·8· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any corrections to make to any

·9 of your testimony?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes, I do.

11· · · Q.· · ·Go ahead.

12· · · A.· · ·The first correction that I would like to

13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.· It is mislabeled as

14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page

15 headers.· These should be corrected to read

16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."

17· · · · · · ·Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal

18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled

19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.

20· · · · · · ·Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my

21 surrebuttal testimony.· At Line 110, the Number 4

22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.· The sentence

23 should read,

24· · · · · · ·"The differential between the second

25· · · · · · ·on-peak tier and the first off-peak

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 78
·1· · · · · · ·tier is 3.7 to one."

·2· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any other corrections to make?

·3· · · A.· · ·No.

·4· · · Q.· · ·So if I ask you the same questions as set

·5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the

·6 same?

·7· · · A.· · ·Yes, they would.

·8· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his

·9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of

10 parties' positions.· Given that positions have been

11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you

12 have any edits to make to that table with regard to

13 Utah Clean Energy's positions?

14· · · A.· · ·Yes.

15· · · Q.· · ·With regard to the first issue whether one

16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is

17 Mr. Meredith's summary correct?

18· · · A.· · ·Yes, Utah Clean Energy recommends that one

19 of the rate options should include inclining block

20 tiers.

21· · · Q.· · ·With regard to the second issue -- that

22 is, what should the differential be between on- and

23 off-peak energy prices, what is Utah Clean Energy's

24 position?

25· · · A.· · ·Utah Clean Energy recommends that the
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·1 Commission adopt the Company's first option, which has

·2 a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE's tiered option

·3 which is roughly a 3 to one differential.

·4· · · · · · ·Oh, sorry, I didn't -- between tiers.· And

·5 the differential between on-peak second tier and the

·6 off-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.

·7· · · Q.· · ·And then with regard to the third issue in

·8 Mr. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and

·9 off-peak time periods, what is Utah Clean Energy's

10 position?

11· · · A.· · ·Well, we still have questions about the

12 cost basis of these time periods.· For the purposes of

13 this pilot we accept the time periods proposed by the

14 Company.

15· · · Q.· · ·And then with regard to the final issue in

16 the table regarding the super off-peak period, what is

17 Utah Clean Energy's position?

18· · · A.· · ·Mr. Meredith is correct.· Utah Clean

19 Energy has decided not to advocate for a super

20 off-peak period at this time.

21· · · Q.· · ·Having provided these clarifications, do

22 you have a summary of your testimony to present to the

23 Commission?

24· · · A.· · ·Yes.

25· · · Q.· · ·Please proceed.
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·1· · · A.· · ·First off I would like to thank the

·2 Commission and all parties for investigating and

·3 working on the time-of-use rate design pilot.

·4· · · · · · ·Utah Clean Energy strongly supports a

·5 transition to electric vehicles.· However, as the

·6 penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it will

·7 be critical to both to -- to both continue to

·8 accelerate more efficient use of electricity, and

·9 encourage customers to charge their vehicles during

10 off-peak times.

11· · · · · · ·These two parameters, being as efficient

12 as possible and shifting consumption to off peak, will

13 put downward pressure on rates over the long term for

14 the benefit of all ratepayers.

15· · · · · · ·Throughout this docket we worked with

16 parties to find as much common ground as possible, and

17 through review of parties' filed testimony, Utah Clean

18 Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the

19 pilot to study two similar time-of-use rates, one with

20 inclining block rates and one without.

21· · · · · · ·Because electric-vehicle adoption has the

22 potential to increase load overall, it is important to

23 consider the signals for efficiency embedded in

24 time-of-use rates.

25· · · · · · ·Self-evaluating a tiered-rate time-of-use
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·1 option will help us evaluate the impact of the

·2 combination of time-of-use and inclining block rates

·3 on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak

·4 times relative to a non time-of-use rate option.

·5· · · · · · ·Utah Clean Energy worked in consultation

·6 with the Office of Consumer Services and the Division

·7 of Public Utilities to develop a tiered-rate option to

·8 align closely with Rocky Mountain's Rate Option 1.

·9· · · · · · ·Using the Company's worksheets we designed

10 this rate option with the following objectives:

11 maintain approximately the same differential between

12 on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate

13 Option 1; provide a meaningful differential between

14 Tier 1 and 2 to send signals to conserve; and also to

15 provide savings for EV owners, and to reduce the

16 disparity of bill impacts across residential energy

17 usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

18 Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.

19· · · · · · ·Some parties had concerns about the

20 complexity of layering time-of-use rates and inclining

21 block rates; however, Utah ratepayers have had

22 inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and

23 our proposal merely layers time-of-use pricing onto

24 tiered pricing that customers are already well

25 accustomed to and familiar with.
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·1· · · · · · ·Some parties had concern that a 3-to-1

·2 differential between on- and off-peak pricing would

·3 not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off

·4 peak.

·5· · · · · · ·It's important to note that we're not --

·6 these rates are not designed to tell people not to

·7 cook at a certain time during peak.· These are --

·8 electric vehicles are technology-enabled.· That means

·9 they can be programmed to charge during off-peak

10 periods.

11· · · · · · ·If a customer knows that they'll pay three

12 to four times more to fuel their vehicle when they get

13 home from work, they will set their car to start

14 charging in the off-peak period.· It's not that they

15 have to go out and tell it to do it right at that

16 time; they have to program it, and the car will just

17 do that.

18· · · · · · ·Parties also expressed concerns that

19 tiered rates would discourage EV adoption, but my

20 analysis shows that it will still cost less than $30

21 per month for an EV customer to charge their vehicle

22 under UCE's proposal, even charging at the second tier

23 off-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the

24 second off-peak rate.

25· · · · · · ·Further, if there's a desire to tweak the
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·1 tier such that there's a larger differential, if we

·2 keep the second tier below the current first tier of

·3 8.8 cents, customers will definitely save as compared

·4 to their current rates.

·5· · · · · · ·Option 2 treats all usage levels of

·6 customers equitably, and still provides significant

·7 savings opportunities for electric-vehicle owners who

·8 charge off peak.· And with regard to the Company's

·9 proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about

10 the extreme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to

11 6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak

12 prices.

13· · · · · · ·Because of the price signals that this

14 very low rate during all off peak hours of the day

15 including weekends, during all off-peak hours of the

16 day, including weekends and holidays, electricity

17 would be billed at an extremely low rate.· In the case

18 of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.

19· · · · · · ·These off-peak hours constitute 85 percent

20 of the summer hours, and 80 percent of the winter

21 hours.· This extremely cheap electricity could lead to

22 inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in

23 the long run could lead to costly system investments

24 and rate increases that could have been avoided.

25· · · · · · ·In summary, Utah Clean Energy recommends
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·1 that the Commission reject the Company's Rate

·2 Option 2, and replace it with Utah Clean Energy's

·3 tiered Rate Option 2, as the two time-of-use rate

·4 options to implement and study during this time-of-use

·5 pilot program.

·6· · · · · · ·We further recommend that the Commission

·7 order a compliance phase of this proceeding in order

·8 for the Company to verify that -- rates and bill

·9 impacts for Rate Option 2.

10· · · · · · ·Finally, electric vehicles and

11 conservation can co-exist.· That is what we are trying

12 to test in this pilot.· If parties feel that the rate

13 options in our two tiers are too similar, we could

14 easily tweak those tiers in the compliance filing.

15· · · · · · ·What we are trying to avoid in our

16 proposal -- in the compliance filing that we

17 recommended --

18· · · · · · ·What we are trying to avoid in our

19 proposal is ratepayer impact, both by encouraging

20 electric-vehicle owners to shift charging to off-peak

21 periods and to also reducing load overall, both of

22 which put downward pressure on rates.

23· · · · · · ·Thank you.· That concludes my testimony.

24· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Utah Clean Energy will first

25 move the admission of the direct, rebuttal, and
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·1 surrebuttal of testimony of Sarah Wright, then make

·2 her available for cross-examination.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· They're admitted.

·4· · · · · · ·Mr. Solander.

·5· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.

·6

·7· · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION

·8 BY MR. SOLANDER:

·9· · · Q.· · ·Could you turn to Page 9 of your

10 surrebuttal testimony?

11· · · A.· · ·I'm there.

12· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

13· · · · · · ·On Line 37 you're referencing the

14 off-peak --

15· · · A.· · ·Wait, I must be -- oh.· I probably have

16 bad labels.· On 9 of my surrebuttal?

17· · · Q.· · ·Yes, starting at Line 137.

18· · · A.· · ·Okay.· I thought you used a different line

19 number.

20· · · Q.· · ·You're referencing the off-peak rate of

21 3.4 cents, and you say,

22· · · · · · ·"Such a low rate for the majority of

23· · · · · · ·hours could lead to customer

24· · · · · · ·decisions to invest in more

25· · · · · · ·electricity-consuming devices and use
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·1· · · · · · ·more electricity at economically

·2· · · · · · ·inefficient and unsustainable

·3· · · · · · ·levels"; is that right?

·4· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's true.

·5· · · Q.· · ·Does electricity a consumer uses in a

·6 month, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Company

·7 more to produce?

·8· · · A.· · ·When we implemented tiered rates back in

·9 2001, we looked at a number of factors, including the

10 marginal cost of new resources; so if new resources

11 are added, then it does impact rates.

12· · · Q.· · ·That's not what I asked.

13· · · · · · ·I said:· Does the electricity a consumer

14 uses in a one-month period, after an arbitrary amount,

15 cost the Company more to produce?

16· · · A.· · ·In the short-term, I can't speak to that.

17 It depends on if you have to go to the market and

18 what's happening with the market at that time.

19· · · Q.· · ·But in fact, if the electricity is used

20 off peak, it would cost the Company significantly less

21 to produce, would it not?

22· · · A.· · ·It would cost them less, then, yes.

23· · · Q.· · ·Yes.· And that's regardless of how much

24 the customer has already used that month?

25· · · A.· · ·In the short-term.· If markets are -- have
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·1 availability.

·2· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· But isn't it true, then, that if

·3 the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the

·4 variable cost of energy as the Company proposes,

·5 right?

·6· · · A.· · ·According to your worksheets.· I cannot --

·7 I can't speak to them.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And would you agree, though, that off-peak

·9 consumption is not contributing to the need for

10 investment in new generation?

11· · · A.· · ·Well, think back to our electric home rate

12 that we had years ago.· In the long run you encourage

13 people to build electric homes and offered them

14 cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.

15 So you have to think of short term and long term.

16· · · Q.· · ·But isn't it true that if we're covering

17 the variable cost of energy, and off-peak consumption

18 is not contributing to the need for investment in new

19 generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is

20 not economically inefficient?

21· · · A.· · ·So you can't say that if we build off-peak

22 load, that you won't have to build, invest -- make new

23 investments going forward, and that's what we're

24 trying to balance:· long-term and short-term costs.

25· · · Q.· · ·Your proposal isn't based on cost-based
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·1 rate-making, principles, though, is it?

·2· · · A.· · ·We used your worksheets and -- to develop

·3 cost, to meet your cost of service.· Maybe what you're

·4 saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you

·5 know, we used your worksheet to develop this proposal.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Does tiered pricing have any basis in

·7 cost-rate-based rate making?

·8· · · A.· · ·Well, we -- the idea is that you consider

·9 tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new

10 investments, and you balance that over time.

11· · · · · · ·I remember I was on the stand in one case

12 where someone -- where it was --

13· · · · · · ·If everyone used the lower amount of

14 energy, costs would be cheaper over the long run,

15 because you wouldn't have to build new investments.

16· · · Q.· · ·So is that the same as a "No"?

17· · · A.· · ·No, it isn't.· Ask me again and I'll try

18 to answer more clearly.

19· · · Q.· · ·Your pricing proposal with the tiered

20 rates is not based on cost-based rate-making

21 principles, is it?

22· · · A.· · ·I used your spreadsheet and balanced the

23 cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates

24 not based on cost-based principles?

25· · · Q.· · ·Do you want me to put Mr. Meredith back on
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·1 the stand?

·2· · · A.· · ·I mean I'm using your -- I can't answer

·3 that question.· I used your spreadsheets --

·4· · · Q.· · ·Okay.

·5· · · A.· · ·-- to calculate these rates --

·6· · · Q.· · ·Let me ask you another question, then.

·7· · · A.· · ·-- so that you collected your cost of

·8 service.

·9· · · Q.· · ·Wouldn't it be useful if, using the

10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company -- wouldn't

11 it be useful to determine if usage was increased

12 during the off-peak period in order to determine if it

13 is economically inefficient?

14· · · A.· · ·Please ask that again.

15· · · Q.· · ·Wouldn't it be useful to test whether the

16 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company would result

17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to

18 determine if that usage is economically inefficient?

19· · · A.· · ·I can't answer that question.

20· · · Q.· · ·So in your testimony -- and I think in

21 your summary, you also stated that we're only layering

22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the customer

23 is already well accustomed with -- or accustomed to

24 and familiar with.· Is that a fair summary?

25· · · A.· · ·Yes, on to tiered rates.· Not the exact
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·1 rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.

·2· · · Q.· · ·Have you done any studies on how well

·3 customers are, quote, accustomed to and familiar with

·4 tiered pricing?

·5· · · A.· · ·I'm not sure how much you could speak to

·6 that, but I know customers that understand that the

·7 more you use the more you pay.

·8· · · Q.· · ·Have you presented any evidence that the

·9 average customer is aware how tier pricing affects

10 their bill?

11· · · A.· · ·No, I have not.

12· · · Q.· · ·Do you believe that any decrease in rates

13 is not in the public interest?

14· · · A.· · ·No, I propose a decrease in rates.

15· · · Q.· · ·If cost decrease or lowers in certain

16 periods, do you agree that those savings should be

17 passed on to customers?

18· · · A.· · ·If you file a rate case.· If we are saving

19 money, then they would be passed on to customers.

20· · · Q.· · ·On Page 12 of your testimony you state

21 that --

22· · · A.· · ·On surrebuttal?

23· · · Q.· · ·I'm sorry, yes.· Surrebuttal.· Line 182.

24· · · A.· · ·Okay.

25· · · Q.· · ·"EV owners will save money on a TOU
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·1· · · · · · ·tiered rate if they charge off peak."

·2· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·3· · · Q.· · ·And is that comparing the savings to a gas

·4 vehicle?

·5· · · A.· · ·To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.

·6· · · Q.· · ·But they would not save as much when

·7 compared to the Company's proposed rates; is that

·8 correct?

·9· · · A.· · ·A difference of four dollars.· You know,

10 electric-vehicle owners already know that they save

11 money with electricity as compared to gas, so yes,

12 there's a difference of four dollars.

13· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· Thank you.· That concludes

14 my questions.

15· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Jetter, anything?

16· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· I have no questions.· Thank

17 you.

18· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Snarr.

19· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· I have no questions.

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Mecham?

21· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· Nor do I.

22· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Gardner.

23· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Yes, we do have a few

24 questions for Ms. Wright.

25· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Go ahead.
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·1· · · · · · · · · CROSS-EXAMINATION

·2 BY MS. GARDNER:

·3· · · Q.· · ·Ms. Wright, do you agree that adding

·4 tiered rates to a time-of-use rate designed for this

·5 pilot has the effect of confusing customers?

·6· · · A.· · ·I agree that it's -- it adds a new

·7 communication element that will be necessary, yes.

·8· · · Q.· · ·And I believe you said in your testimony

·9 and today, that customers are used to tiered rates; is

10 that correct?

11· · · A.· · ·Yes, we've had them since about 2001.

12· · · Q.· · ·Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle

13 customers are not used to tiered rates plus

14 time-of-use rates?

15· · · A.· · ·Yes.

16· · · Q.· · ·And the idea of a time-of-use rate for

17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard from the

18 Company, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,

19 correct?

20· · · A.· · ·Yes.· And if you're paying three or more

21 times more, I think that would, regardless if you have

22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.

23· · · Q.· · ·But the idea of the time-of-use pilot is

24 to encourage this off-peak charging?

25· · · A.· · ·Well, when you do rate design there's --
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·1 you're always balancing different objectives, and then

·2 you can look upon price principles.· One of them is

·3 conservation, so we looked at trying to balance all

·4 the principles for rate design, including

·5 conservation, and we think that having -- it will

·6 encourage people to charge off peak, and we'll be able

·7 to study not just the impacts of the tiered rate, but

·8 also communication.· How do you communicate that?

·9· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Let me try this another way:· Would

10 you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a

11 time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV

12 owners to charge during off-peak periods?

13· · · A.· · ·Yes, I stated that.

14· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And because they pay less to use

15 energy --

16· · · · · · ·Well, and the reason why they're charging

17 during these off-peak periods is because they're

18 actually charged less to do so during those times,

19 correct?

20· · · A.· · ·Or dramatically more if they don't, yes.

21· · · Q.· · ·But if they're charging off peak, they are

22 paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?

23· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's correct.

24· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And this, in turn as we've heard

25 from the Company, helps the Company avoid or delay

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 94
·1 costly investments and infrastructure over time,

·2 correct?

·3· · · A.· · ·Yes.· Both conservation and shifting peak

·4 avoid avest- -- investments.

·5· · · Q.· · ·But what we've heard from the Company

·6 today specifically, is that a time-of-use rate can

·7 help them avoid these costly investments by shifting

·8 use to off-peak times, correct?

·9· · · A.· · ·Yes, I would agree.· That's one principle.

10· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And the idea of a tiered rate, as

11 you stated today on the stand, is that you actually

12 pay more for the energy you use, correct?

13· · · A.· · ·Yes.

14· · · Q.· · ·But under your proposal, even if an EV

15 owner is following the time-of-use guidelines as laid

16 out by the Company, they will in fact pay more, if

17 they hit your top tier, correct?

18· · · A.· · ·Yes.· But they'll pay less than they

19 currently pay than -- under the current rates.

20· · · Q.· · ·And when you say what they currently pay,

21 are you referring to the current tiered rates that we

22 have in place today for residential customers?

23· · · A.· · ·Yes.· And they'll even pay less than the

24 first tier of our current rates.

25· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· But under your proposed combination
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·1 rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have

·2 a time-of-use plus a tiered rate -- if an EV owner is

·3 following sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use

·4 pilot and they're actually charging off peak when

·5 energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they will

·6 pay more?

·7· · · A.· · ·Yeah, they'll pay maybe four dollars more.

·8· · · Q.· · ·Would you agree that that could possibly

·9 create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be

10 charging --

11· · · A.· · ·No, I definitely would disagree.· I mean

12 they're saving significantly from a gasoline vehicle,

13 and I don't think that four dollars a month, if you're

14 saving $50 on gasoline, would discourage people from

15 an electric vehicle, no.

16· · · Q.· · ·Do you feel at a minimum, though, it could

17 create confusing messages to an EV owner?

18· · · A.· · ·No.· I mean it's pretty simple:· You pay

19 more when you charge on peak, and you save more, the

20 more you conserve in all hours.

21· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· However -- I -- actually I'm still

22 having a hard time understanding how this creates a

23 very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant

24 about charging their car during off-peak hours and is

25 wanting to save money; because if they are in fact
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·1 using a lot of energy, under your tiered rate, it

·2 doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,

·3 correct; they'll still be dinged for that?

·4· · · A.· · ·I don't call that a ding; I call that

·5 smart ratemaking.

·6· · · Q.· · ·But do you agree that they'll pay more?

·7· · · A.· · ·I have told you like six times they'll pay

·8 four dollars more.

·9· · · Q.· · ·I appreciate your patience but this is all

10 a part of getting the answers correct for our record.

11· · · A.· · ·Good, I'm glad.

12· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· I think with that, I think

13 I've clarified my questions and answers with

14 Ms. Wright.

15· · · · · · ·I appreciate your time.· Thank you.

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Ms. Gardner.

17· · · · · · ·Anything else, Ms. Hayes?

18· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· (By telephone)· This is Joe

19 Halso of the Sierra Club.· Can you hear me?

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Yes.

21· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· I have no questions for this

22 witness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any

23 during this hearing, but I did want to seize this

24 moment to make note that I'm present on the line and

25 outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
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·1 indulgence in letting me participate.

·2· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· You're certainly welcome

·3 to be here, Mr. Halso.· So you wish to officially

·4 enter an appearance, then?

·5· · · · · · ·Mr. Halso?

·6· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· Can you hear me?

·7· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Yes.

·8· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· Yes, I do.· Also on behalf of

·9 the Sierra Club located at 1536 Wynkoop Street,

10 Suite 312 in Denver, Colorado 80202.

11· · · · · · ·REPORTER:· Would you please spell your

12 name.

13· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· Yes.· The first name is Joe,

14 J-o-e, and Halso, H-a-l-s-o.

15· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· And Mr. Halso, we're

16 nearing the conclusion, I think, of testimony today,

17 and you haven't had an opportunity to examine any

18 witnesses.· I imagine there would be some rather

19 vigorous objection if we re-hash material, but we

20 should discuss it if there's a desire.

21· · · · · · ·Are you comfortable with us proceeding

22 from this point forward without recalling any

23 witnesses?

24· · · · · · ·MR. HALSO:· Yes, I am, your Honor.

25· · · · · · ·I've been listening in since the outset

http://www.litigationservices.com


Page 98
·1 and found an opportunity to just jump in.· And the

·2 only thing I would offer is that I would be happy to

·3 make a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club with

·4 respect to the stipulation and partial settlement,

·5 which we did join, although I know that window has

·6 passed.

·7· · · · · · ·But I don't have any questions for

·8 witnesses, and we do not have witnesses to offer

·9 today.

10· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you,

11 Mr. Halso.

12· · · · · · ·Ms. Hayes, I'm sorry.· Did you say there

13 was nothing else?

14· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Just a momentary redirect

15 if --

16· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Go ahead.

17· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· -- that's all right.

18

19· · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION

20 BY MS. HAYES:

21· · · Q.· · ·Ms. Wright, you mentioned at one point

22 about balancing objectives and rate design, and

23 Mr. Solander asked some questions about energy costs.

24 Is cost causation the only rate-making principle?

25· · · A.· · ·No, it is one of the rate-making
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·1 principles that you need to balance.

·2· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No further questions.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·4· · · · · · ·Ms. Wright, I just have a couple.

·5

·6· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

·7 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

·8· · · Q.· · ·So just to clarify, if I understand your

·9 testimony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary

10 that the -- pardon me, that UCE's primary concern with

11 respect to the Company's proposed Option 2 is that it

12 could create a situation where some customers could

13 enjoy a windfall?

14· · · A.· · ·I would say our primary concern -- and if

15 you remember our direct testimony is that we want to

16 test tiered rates, and so that's very important.· And

17 I think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for customers

18 that can move their energy use off peak, I don't know

19 if it's a windfall, but they may make investments that

20 are not prudent, and if --

21· · · · · · ·I don't know if you were here, but back in

22 2001 or before then, when we had incentives for

23 electric homes, people made investments based on a

24 rate structure that was not tenable for the long term.

25· · · · · · ·And so we want to make sure that we're
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·1 sending signals to make smart decisions, not only

·2 today, but for the long term; and that's why we think

·3 the conservation principle needs to be balanced with

·4 the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric

·5 vehicles in charging off peak.

·6· · · Q.· · ·Does the status of this proposal, as a

·7 pilot program that will presumably be limited in

·8 duration, alleviate your concerns at all?

·9· · · A.· · ·Well, that's why we think we should be

10 testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program.

11 How do you message it?· What do you need to do?· Can

12 we see savings?· That's why it makes sense.

13· · · · · · ·And some of the studies -- and Ms. Murray

14 mentioned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain

15 Institute Report suggests that we need to study

16 conservation signals in time-of-use rate pricing.

17· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you,

18 Ms. Wright.· I have nothing else.

19· · · · · · ·MS. WRIGHT:· Thank you.

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Hayes, no other

21 witnesses?

22· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· No other witnesses.· Thank

23 you.

24· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Gardner.

25· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· WRA calls Mr. Kenneth L.
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·1 Wilson to the stand.

·2· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Wilson, you're still

·3 under oath.

·4· · · · · · ·MR. WILSON:· Yes, sir.

·5

·6· · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION

·7 BY MS. GARDNER:

·8· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Wilson, have you prepared a brief

·9 summary of your testimony today?

10· · · A.· · ·Yes.· Yes.

11· · · Q.· · ·Will you please go ahead and provide that

12 summary to this Commission?

13· · · A.· · ·Yes.· Thank you.

14· · · · · · ·So electric vehicles are coming; they are

15 being slowly adopted now but we believe that this will

16 increase over time, and we encourage that.· We think

17 that's a very good idea for many many reasons that I

18 won't go into.· But as an engineer I'm concerned about

19 the impact that will have on the utility -- their

20 generation fleet, their distribution, their

21 transmission -- and that's why we really want to

22 encourage smart charging of these vehicles at off-peak

23 hours.

24· · · · · · ·And this pilot is an excellent way to see

25 how customers will change their charging behavior
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·1 based on time-of-use rates.· And so we are very

·2 encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,

·3 and our sole objective is to make sure that the pilot

·4 comes up with results that are statistically

·5 significant, and can be used in future rate cases to

·6 inform the Commission about how they might want to

·7 design rates for everybody in the future.

·8· · · · · · ·With that in mind, I won't -- I had some

·9 more preamble that I was going to do but I don't think

10 that I need to do that.

11· · · · · · ·I think I'll focus on kind of the issue

12 that we're trying to grapple with here, which is

13 whether to go with what I call a clean time-of-use for

14 Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain

15 Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure

16 on to one of those options.

17· · · · · · ·And I guess what I would like to say

18 primarily about that -- and I think Mr. Meredith in

19 his summary gave a pretty good explanation of his

20 concern -- but I wanted to say that I have been

21 involved in similar studies for almost 40 years.

22· · · · · · ·I was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and

23 principally in the network performance group, and we

24 actually did a lot of studies that looked at how

25 customers reacted to various issues in the
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·1 telecommunications network -- and while it's not

·2 exactly the same as energy, the statistical properties

·3 of the study are very similar -- and I had Ph.D.

·4 statisticians working for me helping to design studies

·5 of various types.

·6· · · · · · ·So my concern is that we come up with a

·7 very statistically-valid study.· And this type of

·8 study, to the best my knowledge, has not been done in

·9 any other state, so we really have a golden

10 opportunity, not only to show something to the whole

11 nation, but also specifically to see what happens in

12 Utah, when electric-vehicle owners have the

13 opportunity to use different rates.

14· · · · · · ·And what we want is really to get some

15 results that we can make very valid conclusions

16 against, and you heard Mr. Meredith express his

17 concerns.

18· · · · · · ·I was pointed to one section of my

19 surrebuttal to -- by the Division.· In that

20 surrebuttal I presented a graph that was in a Rocky

21 Mountain Institute study, and there are several things

22 that we can kind of see in that, and based on that

23 graph I said, "Well, maybe they'll address some

24 concerns."

25· · · · · · ·We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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·1 bit and still get significant results, and I still

·2 think that's true.· Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would

·3 probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1

·4 will certainly get us to a point.

·5· · · · · · ·The real issue here is that we need two

·6 points, so we can make some conclusions about if you

·7 drew a line between those points, where would it --

·8 what would it look like on a similar graph to the one

·9 that I presented?

10· · · · · · ·And my concern is that if we only have one

11 clean time-of-use point to put on a graph, it's kind

12 of out in space.· We need a second point that is the

13 same except for the ratio, in order to really see

14 what's happening when we move to -- from what I call a

15 moderate 3-to-1 to a more aggressive 10-to-1, or

16 something a little smaller.· And I think that's very

17 important; otherwise I'm afraid we won't be able to

18 make as conclusive statements as we could with the

19 cleaner proposal.

20· · · · · · ·The other issue I wanted to touch on is

21 the issue of confusion of customers.· And I recently

22 testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for

23 Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona

24 Public Service -- and there was a great deal of

25 concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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·1 projects -- but there was a tremendous amount of

·2 discussion about time-of-use rates, and there are some

·3 big pilots that have been going on there with

·4 time-of-use rates for some time, and no one was really

·5 advocating to layer on tiers into those time-of-use

·6 rates.

·7· · · · · · ·And their concern was communication to the

·8 customer and the customer's understanding of what

·9 happens when you get multiple variables going on with

10 their bill.

11· · · · · · ·And I think that's particularly important

12 with this pilot with customers who have new electric

13 vehicles.· We want them to use those vehicles without

14 having something in their head saying, "Oh, I know

15 that if I charge more and use it more, it will cost a

16 little more."· And that concerns me.

17· · · · · · ·While I don't have absolute statistics to

18 back that up, it's got to be something of a

19 psychological issue to a customer.· They go in the

20 garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline

21 vehicle, "Which do I use?"· And if I know that it

22 costs a little more to charge more and use more with

23 the electric vehicle, that could impact what I do.

24· · · · · · ·So I think the confusion issue is a big

25 one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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·1· · · · · · ·When we get to a general rate case,

·2 eventually, here, I think then we will need to very

·3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these

·4 issues, and see what makes sense for all customers.

·5· · · · · · ·I doubt that there will be any appetite

·6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,

·7 though that could happen.· But if someone could switch

·8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't

·9 want to create some gaming there.· And I'm afraid if

10 you had separate rate classes that could happen.

11· · · · · · ·I think that -- I mean the idea of

12 time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting

13 one, and if we had more -- more money for this study,

14 I would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky

15 Mountain Power is proposing, and also have two sets of

16 customers that were on time-of-use with tiered rates.

17 Then we would get two sets for each of those types of

18 rates, and then we could do some very good

19 comparisons.

20· · · · · · ·But given that we have limited funds and

21 we don't want to overspend the budget, I think it's

22 much more prudent to select one of those types of rate

23 structures and not try to mix and match.· I think if

24 we mix and match we will have problems when we try to

25 analyze this.
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·1· · · · · · ·So I believe that's all I would say in

·2 summary.· Thank you.

·3· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Wilson, I am going to ask you just one

·4 quick follow-up question.

·5· · · · · · ·We have had two witnesses today,

·6 Ms. Murray with the Office and Ms. Wright with the

·7 Utah Clean Energy, reference your Attachment A to this

·8 most recent exhibit -- I believe it was WRA

·9 Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --

10 I'm sorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and

11 they mention that in that report that -- that there

12 are some concerns regarding potential conservation

13 impacts from time-of-use rates.

14· · · · · · ·Ms. Wright says that -- suggests that we

15 need to better understand conservation price signals

16 included in these rates, and this is included in that

17 report.· Can you address the concerns that were raised

18 by both of these witnesses today?

19· · · A.· · ·Yes.

20· · · · · · ·I mean it is a very good question as to

21 how the best design rates for electric-vehicle

22 users -- and one day we may be going back to

23 advocating for heating with electricity instead of

24 natural gas, but without a larger study -- meaning

25 more -- more groups of customers on different rate
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·1 classes -- I just don't see how we can get at what we

·2 would need to get at to really understand how energy

·3 efficiency is impacted by different time-of-use-type

·4 rate structures.

·5· · · · · · ·Further, Western Resource Advocates has

·6 been studying the issues of rate structures for

·7 several years, looking at time of use, looking at

·8 demand charges.· And while we know that the Regulatory

·9 Assistance Project has said that there is some

10 additional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving

11 energy from having time-of-use plus layering on a

12 tier, we're pretty convinced, at Western Resource

13 Advocates, that we will get a lot of energy efficiency

14 from simple time-of-use rates; that customers will

15 become very aware of when they're using energy, and

16 that that will cause them to reduce their overall

17 energy use.

18· · · · · · ·And that's been the discussion in Arizona,

19 in these other cases, that you do get a lot of

20 savings.· Maybe eventually there are other ways to get

21 even more, but we think that simple is better, going

22 forward at this time.

23· · · Q.· · · Mr. Wilson, does that conclude the

24 summary of your position today?

25· · · A.· · ·It does.
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·1· · · Q.· · ·Do you have any other recommendations for

·2 the Commissions that are not included in your

·3 testimony?

·4· · · A.· · ·I do not.

·5· · · Q.· · ·Does that conclude your summary?

·6· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·7· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Thank you.

·8· · · · · · ·Mr. Wilson is available for cross.

·9· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Solander?

10· · · · · · ·MR. SOLANDER:· No questions, thank you.

11· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Jetter.

12· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Actually I do have a just a

13 few brief questions.

14

15· · · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION

16 BY MR. JETTER:

17· · · Q.· · ·And this was actually regarding the issue

18 that we had -- you had mentioned earlier, which is in

19 your surrebuttal testimony on Page 5.

20· · · · · · ·There's a chart that is included from the

21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and I don't know if

22 you have that in front of you --

23· · · A.· · ·I do.

24· · · Q.· · ·Is your copy by chance in color?

25· · · A.· · ·It is.
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·1· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· So there's a combination of green

·2 and blue points on that chart, and as I understand

·3 that, is it correct that the blue points to the right

·4 are based on a modified time-based rate, which are --

·5 I think the report described it as supercritical

·6 high-load hours that typically fall between five and

·7 22 days per year?

·8· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's my understanding.

·9· · · Q.· · ·And kind of where I'm going with this

10 question is:· If we look on the chart down to the

11 10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much

12 exclusively into the territory of those sort of

13 critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard

14 time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the

15 clean time-of-use pricing, with that extreme of a

16 ratio; is that right?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's my understanding.· At least

18 from the date that that was used to create this chart.

19· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· And if this chart is --

20· · · · · · ·I guess what I'm kind of -- follow up with

21 that would be that it sounds like my understanding is

22 correct, and your recommendation would be that the

23 10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extreme end,

24 and somewhere more like 5-to-1 would be more

25 appropriate for the second option?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Well, I think, as Mr. Meredith said, we

·2 want to keep the difference between the two options

·3 strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the

·4 difference in customer behavior.

·5· · · · · · ·I think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be

·6 adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as

·7 you point out, that are not identical to what we're

·8 doing.

·9· · · · · · ·In my surrebuttal I said that this chart

10 was not based on electric-vehicle time-of-use studies;

11 it was based on just general users.· So we don't

12 really know how the electric vehicle users will fall

13 on this chart, and as I said a few minutes ago, that's

14 why I'd like -- I'd love to see two points rather than

15 just one point.

16· · · · · · ·And you've pointed out that there are --

17 there is another variable in this chart that makes it

18 a little less applicable to what we're actually doing,

19 and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from

20 critical peak pricing prices and other things.

21· · · · · · ·But what I was really doing was using this

22 chart to kind of indicate:· How much of a difference

23 does it take in prices to get reaction from a

24 customer?· And I think that's more interesting than

25 when those prices were available.· It's just the --
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·1 the absolute difference in the prices.

·2· · · · · · ·And so while you have certainly a valid

·3 point there, I was more interested in just the

·4 absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.

·5· · · · · · ·And there are a lot of things happening

·6 with this curve.· I don't think Rocky Mountain

·7 Institute captured all of that in their -- their

·8 discussion, because you could -- if you throw out some

·9 of the points that are way off scale, I think you come

10 up with some different -- a little bit different

11 analysis than they did.

12· · · · · · ·But maybe to summarize, I think it's a

13 reasonable kind of guide to look at.

14· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Well, thank you.

15· · · · · · ·And following up just a little bit on

16 that, which is kind of what I'm kind of trying to

17 tease out, is that it seems, really, from that chart,

18 that other utilities that were studied here typically

19 don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and

20 10-to-1 is beyond, it looks like, anything that they

21 had come up with in their study.

22· · · · · · ·Do you think it would be reasonable to

23 have a second time-of-use rate that is beyond the

24 limit of what would be reasonable, to try to actually

25 implement in an actual rate that's open to all
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·1 customers?

·2· · · A.· · ·Well, this is not -- we're looking at a

·3 pilot, not a general rate case, and I'm sure that if

·4 this was a general rate case I would be analyzing this

·5 in a different way, and probably advocating

·6 differently.

·7· · · · · · ·But given it's a pilot, I really keep

·8 going back to statistical significance.· We need a big

·9 enough differential that we actually get something

10 meaningful at the end of the study.· And it may be

11 that even at 3-to-1 customers really shift their

12 charging pattern, but it may not.· And it could be

13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not much

14 different from 4-to-1 or even 5-to-1.· That's why we

15 need a bit of a spread, and I think 6-to-1 would be

16 the smallest I would recommend for Option 2.

17· · · · · · ·MR. JETTER:· Okay.· Thank you.· That's all

18 the questions I had.

19· · · · · · ·I appreciate your time.

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Snarr?

21· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Thank you.

22· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

23· · · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION

24 BY MR. SNARR:

25· · · Q.· · ·You indicated that certain aspects of the
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·1 time-of-use rate pilot study here in Utah provides

·2 opportunities for study that may not have been studied

·3 in other states; is that correct?

·4· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

·5· · · Q.· · ·Now, you also referenced this Rocky

·6 Mountain Institute paper where certain things have

·7 been studied in other states.· And indeed on

·8 Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures

·9 some of the information from other studies that have

10 been made, at least as it relates to incorporating

11 differentials and time-of-use rates; is that correct?

12· · · A.· · ·Yes.

13· · · Q.· · ·And you've referenced in your testimony

14 some of those conclusions, conclusions related to the

15 10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 ratio,

16 and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is

17 that right?

18· · · A.· · ·That's correct.

19· · · Q.· · ·So a study focused on different

20 differentials is basically repeating what you've

21 already got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain

22 Institute study; is that correct?

23· · · A.· · ·Not with electric vehicles, no.· But with

24 studies that were not directed at just general energy

25 users, then this is a better guide.
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·1· · · Q.· · ·Do you suspect that the conclusions

·2 reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with

·3 respect to users generally on time-of-use rates, would

·4 significantly differ from electric-vehicle users?

·5· · · A.· · ·I don't know --

·6· · · Q.· · ·Okay.

·7· · · A.· · ·-- and that's what I would like to know.

·8· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Isn't it true that there's not been

·9 a study that you're aware of that compares a

10 time-of-use rate with another time-of-use rate having

11 tiered or inclining blocks?

12· · · A.· · ·I think there has been some of that but I

13 haven't seen the data.· I've heard -- I mean I've

14 listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the

15 rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their

16 people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I

17 don't have access to that data offhand.

18· · · Q.· · ·You were referencing studies to be

19 meaningful.· If we studied two different ideas or two

20 different points of information that were somewhat the

21 same, the study might not be effective because you

22 couldn't see the difference; is that right?

23· · · A.· · ·That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you

24 would not get a statistically-significant difference

25 between the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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·1 points.

·2· · · Q.· · ·But with respect to general usage and the

·3 information you provided here out of Page 28 of the

·4 Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate

·5 differential has been studied and somewhat has an

·6 answer as you've played out in your testimony; isn't

·7 that true?

·8· · · A.· · ·Yes.· I mean the higher the differential

·9 in general, the more shifting of energy to off peak

10 from on peak.· Yes, I think we could conclude that.

11· · · Q.· · ·So if we were to put forth a study

12 opportunity here in the state of Utah with its

13 electric-vehicle program where we were studying one

14 time-of-use rate involved -- which incorporates a

15 particular rate differential that seems to be the best

16 candidate, as you've recommended, out of the Rocky

17 Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a

18 time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide

19 a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these

20 two different concepts, and to see whether or not

21 there is a difference in how the two rates would

22 compare?

23· · · A.· · ·No.· I disagree with that.· As I said, if

24 we could add two more groups of customers to this

25 study then we could do that, and I would be
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·1 comfortable -- very comfortable.· That would be a

·2 great study.

·3· · · · · · ·But if we're limited to essentially three

·4 groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then I

·5 would disagree with that.

·6· · · · · · ·I think it either has to be a clean

·7 time-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it

·8 has to be tiered plus time-of-use for both of them,

·9 which I don't find as valuable, because I -- I think

10 there's confusion between which of those variables is

11 really causing the shift.

12· · · Q.· · ·With respect to confusion, you've studied

13 the surrebuttal of Utah Clean Energy witness Sarah

14 Wright; isn't that true?

15· · · A.· · ·Yes.

16· · · Q.· · ·And isn't it true that her current

17 proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:

18 one with tiers and one without?

19· · · A.· · ·Yes.

20· · · Q.· · ·And with respect to the one with tiers,

21 there would be four different energy rates stated for

22 service throughout the year; isn't that correct?

23· · · A.· · ·Yes.

24· · · Q.· · ·And isn't it true that the current -- that

25 the applicable residential rates includes tiers?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·2· · · Q.· · ·And with respect to those tiers, isn't it

·3 true there's three different energy rates that apply

·4 during the summer?

·5· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·6· · · Q.· · ·And Rocky Mountain has not proposed any

·7 rate design features that would encourage conservation

·8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles

·9 were given special lower rates to encourage their

10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that

11 correct?

12· · · · · · ·Do you want me to restate that?

13· · · A.· · ·Please.

14· · · Q.· · ·Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate

15 design features that would encourage conservation for

16 off-peak time periods where those with electric

17 vehicles are given special lower rates to charge their

18 vehicles; isn't that correct?

19· · · A.· · ·Best of my knowledge, that's correct.

20· · · Q.· · ·And if the TOU pilot program were to

21 include one rate option that included tiered or

22 inclining block rates, isn't it true that that would

23 allow the usage patterns to be studied more directly

24 as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak

25 periods would encourage habits that might be
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·1 inconsistent with energy conservation?

·2· · · A.· · ·Well, as I said, if we had two more

·3 options it would be a great idea, but I think the mix

·4 and match, we're going to look at apples and oranges.

·5· · · Q.· · ·But the mix and match, as you suggest,

·6 would remove any opportunity to observe the results as

·7 it relates to possible measures to encourage

·8 conservation; isn't that correct?

·9· · · A.· · ·Well, we're going -- I wouldn't quite

10 dis- -- I wouldn't quite agree with that because we

11 will have a set of customers on the existing rates

12 which have the tiered rates, so we will get to see

13 what the difference is between those.· We wouldn't see

14 how time-of-use impacts that, but as I said, we just

15 don't have enough options to throw at that.

16· · · Q.· · ·But if you have three rates -- one that's

17 got tiers over here, two that have time-of-use

18 opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't

19 changing one of those time-of-use rates to a tiered

20 option allow us to observe both -- both the possible

21 impacts of switching to a different lower rate

22 differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a

23 lower rate but also including the tiers.· Doesn't

24 three rates allow us to observe two different features

25 and study them?
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·1· · · A.· · ·No.· Because I mean as you said, current

·2 rate actually has three different tiers, so that's

·3 different; and then we have one clean time-of-use and

·4 then a time-of-use with tiers.· And so we really have

·5 three different -- you've got apples, oranges, and

·6 pineapples or something.

·7· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· I have no further questions.

·8· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Mr. Mecham.

·9· · · · · · ·MR. MECHAM:· No questions, thank you.

10· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Ms. Hayes?

11· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Thank you.

12· · · · · · ·Good morning, Mr. Wilson.

13

14· · · · · · · · · ·CROSS-EXAMINATION

15 BY MS. HAYES:

16· · · Q.· · ·So I'm going to turn back to the -- your

17 graph on Page -- well, I guess it's the graph from the

18 RMI report on Page 5 of your testimony -- excuse me.

19· · · · · · ·And you -- just to follow up on what

20 Mr. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the

21 green dots; is that correct?

22· · · A.· · ·No, I was looking at the whole set.

23 Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's

24 kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of

25 how I was looking at them, just to see the spread of
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·1 peak to off peak and what that did to move customer

·2 behavior.

·3· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· But in the current -- the proposals

·4 that -- that we're contemplating for this pilot

·5 program, we're really only -- only considering what in

·6 this report they would consider the time-of-use price

·7 only, is that correct, because we're not considering

·8 critical-peak pricing, peak-time rebates, or

·9 variable-peak pricing; is that correct?

10· · · A.· · ·Correct as you ask it, but we are looking

11 at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --

12· · · Q.· · ·Okay.

13· · · A.· · ·-- which takes into account, in my view,

14 all of the dots.

15· · · Q.· · ·Sure.· Okay.

16· · · · · · ·Do you know how many of the studies

17 represented in any of these dots examined tiered

18 time-of-use rates?

19· · · A.· · ·No, I don't know.

20· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· Do you know how many of these

21 studies represented in the dots evaluated

22 technology-enabled devices?

23· · · A.· · ·No.· I don't know that.

24· · · Q.· · ·All right.

25· · · · · · ·Let's talk about electric vehicles for a
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·1 minute.

·2· · · · · · ·With an electric vehicle, you can program

·3 the car to begin charging at a set time; is that

·4 correct?

·5· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's correct.

·6· · · Q.· · ·And that's true -- that's true of the

·7 vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is

·8 that correct?

·9· · · A.· · ·Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in

10 general.

11· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· So in other words, the electric

12 vehicle is what's called a technology-enabled device;

13 is that correct?

14· · · A.· · ·It is, though I know there are chargers

15 that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.

16· · · Q.· · ·Sure.· Sure.· But the cars themselves are

17 technology-enabled devices?

18· · · A.· · ·Well, certainly.· And to the best of my

19 knowledge, most or all of them do have the ability to

20 program your charging.

21· · · Q.· · ·Yes.· Will you turn with me to Page 42 of

22 the RMI report?

23· · · A.· · ·I actually don't have it here.

24· · · Q.· · ·Oh.· I think it -- okay.· If it's -- if

25 it's all right, Ms. Wright has a copy --
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·1· · · A.· · ·Sure.

·2· · · Q.· · ·-- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.

·3· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Is that in the record

·4 somewhere, to which -- I can pull it up here --

·5 introduced with the surrebuttal?

·6· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· It's Attachment A to

·7 Exhibit WRA 4.0.

·8· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·9· · · · · · ·MR. WILSON:· Excuse me.· Could you repeat

10 which page?

11· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Page 42.

12· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Sorry --

13· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· I'm looking at Page 42 of that

14 RMI report.

15· · · · · · ·MR. WILSON:· Okay.

16· · · Q.· · ·BY MS. HAYES:· So the graph on the left

17 which -- shows peak production for basic time-based

18 rates with and without enabling technology.

19· · · · · · ·So the lighter blue shows time-of-use

20 rates along with technology-enabled devices.· So

21 looking at that graph, would you agree with me that

22 much higher savings -- for example, more than

23 double -- were achieved with technology-enabled

24 devices plus time-of-use rates, than with time-of-use

25 rates alone?
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·1· · · A.· · ·Yes.· But looking at this again, the curve

·2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technology's

·3 curve, which means that it's actually more important

·4 to have a larger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling

·5 technology.

·6· · · Q.· · ·But there are results that show that even

·7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there

·8 were significant savings, would you agree?

·9· · · A.· · ·Oh, certainly.

10· · · Q.· · ·All right.

11· · · A.· · ·Certainly.· But there are even more

12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant amount,

13 like 50 percent or more.

14· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

15· · · · · · ·So will you turn with me to Page 81 of the

16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.

17· · · A.· · ·Yes.· I'm there.

18· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· I'm not.· One moment.

19· · · · · · ·Well, will you -- this Page 81 lists some

20 conclusory recommendations.· Would you -- would you

21 read those first two paragraphs.

22· · · A.· · ·Into the record or --

23· · · Q.· · ·Yes.

24· · · A.· · ·-- to myself?

25· · · · · · ·So the first two bullet points?
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·1· · · Q.· · ·No, it's just that introductory paragraph

·2 and then that first bullet point.

·3· · · A.· · ·Oh.

·4· · · · · · ·Starting at "Going forward"?

·5· · · Q.· · ·Let me see.· I -- I think so.· I think

·6 I've misplaced my Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going

·7 forward," exactly.· Thank you.

·8· · · A.· · ·Okay.· So this is the research take-aways

·9 from this paper.

10· · · · · · ·"Going forward there are significant

11· · · · · · ·knowledge gaps related to both time

12· · · · · · ·based and demand charge rates that

13· · · · · · ·the industry and researchers should

14· · · · · · ·address.· Specific topics that

15· · · · · · ·emerged through this work include" --

16· · · · · · ·and then I'll read the first one --

17· · · Q.· · ·Uh-hm.

18· · · A.· · ·-- "Evaluate rate impacts on total

19· · · · · · ·energy consumption.· The majority of

20· · · · · · ·studies that have considered

21· · · · · · ·customers' behavior response to

22· · · · · · ·alternative rates have evaluated the

23· · · · · · ·impacts on customer peak reduction,

24· · · · · · ·but very few evaluated the impacts on

25· · · · · · ·total energy consumption.
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·1· · · · · · ·Regardless of whether the intent of a

·2· · · · · · ·time-based or demand-charge rate is

·3· · · · · · ·to impact total energy consumption,

·4· · · · · · ·this is a critical consideration and

·5· · · · · · ·the rates' effect is important to

·6· · · · · · ·understand."

·7· · · Q.· · ·Thank you.

·8· · · · · · ·So isn't Utah Clean Energy proposing to

·9 evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an evaluation

10 of total energy consumption, in addition to peak

11 shifting, relative to consumption of peak shifting

12 under a non-tiered rate option?

13· · · A.· · ·Well, that's certainly the desire of Utah

14 Clean Energy --

15· · · Q.· · ·Yes.

16· · · A.· · ·-- and I just have the concerns I've

17 expressed earlier.

18· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Sure.

19· · · · · · ·No further questions.

20· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Ms. Hayes.  I

21 just have one.

22· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

23· · · · · · · · · · ·EXAMINATION

24 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

25· · · Q.· · ·Mr. Wilson, you suggested several times
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·1 that there would be value in comparing two points,

·2 correct?

·3· · · A.· · ·Correct.

·4· · · Q.· · ·So regardless of what ultimately happens

·5 with respect to Option 2, there will be value in

·6 comparing the control group against the customers who

·7 participate under Option 1; is that right?

·8· · · A.· · ·Yes, there is some value to that.

·9· · · Q.· · ·Could we do anything with respect to

10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of

11 those results?

12· · · A.· · ·No.· I've thought about that, and I guess

13 to me, if we go with the Option 2 that has the tiered

14 rates, it just I think would lack meaning to me, and

15 it would just be unfortunate.· We would still have the

16 results as you said.

17· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Okay.· Thank you,

18 Mr. Wilson.

19· · · · · · ·Ms. Gardner, anything else?

20· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Just a few clarifying

21 questions.

22· · · · · · · · · · · · · *

23· · · · · · · · ·REDIRECT EXAMINATION

24 BY MS. GARDNER:

25· · · Q.· · ·We've heard a little bit today, both from
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·1 exhibits that were submitted in this -- in this

·2 docket, as well as live testimony regarding some

·3 research that has been done, not only by the Rocky

·4 Mountain Institute, but also by the Regulatory

·5 Assistance Project, correct?

·6· · · A.· · ·Yes.

·7· · · Q.· · ·And in both of those reports we understand

·8 that there's been at least one study that we've been

·9 made aware where they've looked at a combined

10 time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?

11· · · · · · ·If I need to rephrase, let me know.

12· · · A.· · ·Yes.· Yeah, please.

13· · · Q.· · ·Okay.· So is it true that from the

14 Regulatory Assistance Project presentation, they do

15 provide some results from a case study where they

16 looked at a time-of-use plus tiered-rate design?

17· · · A.· · ·Yes, I believe they have.

18· · · Q.· · ·And it sounds like, based on the

19 questioning we just received from Utah Clean Energy,

20 that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there

21 is some value to be gleaned from looking at energy

22 consumption with -- with these rate designs --

23 correct?

24· · · A.· · ·Oh, certainly, yes.

25· · · Q.· · ·Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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·1 this data from the Rocky Mountain Institute was simply

·2 to show the different types of rate differentials that

·3 are used in time-of-use rate design; is that correct?

·4· · · A.· · ·Yes, that's correct.

·5· · · Q.· · ·And is it true that based on your opinion

·6 of those study results that you find that somewhere in

·7 the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate

·8 for this particular pilot?

·9· · · A.· · ·Yes.· And you know, what -- if you had,

10 you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a

11 whole bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,

12 6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for

13 Utah.

14· · · · · · ·And you could do the same with time-of-use

15 plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many

16 more options.· And of course as an engineer and

17 scientist, I'd love to see that, but I understand the

18 practical, you know, constrictions on that.· So you

19 know, I'm kind of -- I'm kind of advising to go with

20 the best case that we have.

21· · · Q.· · ·And Mr. Wilson, isn't it true that the

22 Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did

23 not look at electric vehicle time-of-use pilots

24 specifically, right?

25· · · A.· · ·To the best of my knowledge it didn't look
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·1 at any electric-vehicle pilot.

·2· · · Q.· · ·So would you agree that this opportunity

·3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed

·4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the

·5 state of Utah, to compare the impacts of two different

·6 time-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how

·7 those rates will impact customer behavior?

·8· · · A.· · ·Absolutely, for the reasons I've already

·9 stated.

10· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Thank you, Mr. Wilson.· No

11 further questions.

12· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

13 You're excused.

14· · · · · · ·MR. WILSON:· Thank you.

15· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· I have one additional

16 question, just a point of inquiry.

17· · · · · · ·Is there anywhere in the filed testimony

18 of Mr. Wilson or others that's referencing this

19 Regulatory Assistance Project?

20· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· It's the exhibit attached to

21 Ms. Wright's direct testimony.

22· · · · · · ·MR. SNARR:· Okay.· Thank you.

23· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· That was Sophie Hayes.

24· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

25· · · · · · ·Anything else, Ms. Gardner?
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·1· · · · · · ·MS. GARDNER:· Nothing further.· Thank you.

·2· · · · · · ·HEARING OFFICER:· Thank you.

·3· · · · · · ·Do any of the parties have anything else

·4 before we adjourn?

·5· · · · · · ·Seeing no hands and hearing nothing, we

·6 are adjourned.· Thank you, everyone.

·7· · · · · · ·MS. HAYES:· Thank you.

·8· · ·(The hearing was concluded at 11:40 a.m.)

·9· · · · · · · · ·*· · · · *· · · · *
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·1· · · · · · · · REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

·2

·3· · · · · · I, Ariel Mumma, do certify that I am a

·4 Certified Shorthand Reporter in and for the State of

·5 Utah; that at the time and place of the hearing of the

·6 foregoing matter I appeared as reporter for the Public

·7 Service Commission of the State of Utah, and thereat

·8 reported in shorthand all the testimony and

·9 proceedings had therein; that thereafter under my

10 direction and supervision my said shorthand notes were

11 transcribed into typewriting, and that they constitute

12 a full, true, and correct report of the same.

13

14· · · · · · DATED at Salt Lake City, Utah, this

15 8th day of June, 2017.

16
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23· · · · · · · · ·___________________________
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 1                 May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.
 2                  P R O C E E D I N G S
 3
 4             HEARING OFFICER:  Let's go on the record,
 5 please.
 6             Good morning, everyone.  This is the time
 7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing
 8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain
 9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the
10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"
11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.
12             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the
13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this
14 hearing.  Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.
15             MR. JETTER:  And what -- I'm Justin Jetter
16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.  I'm here
17 today representing the Utah Division of Public
18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the
19 witness, Robert A. Davis.
20             MR. SNARR:  Good morning.  My name is
21 Steven Snarr.  I'm assistant attorney general
22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.  With me
23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses
24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason
25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses
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 1 who will be participating telephonically with us to
 2 the extent that may be necessary.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 4             MR. MECHAM:  Steve Mecham representing
 5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,
 6 will be participating by telephone.
 7             MS. HAYES:  Good morning.  Sophie Hayes on
 8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.  With me at counsel table
 9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and
10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be
11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.
12             MS. GARDNER:  Good morning.  Jennifer
13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and
14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who
15 is our witness in this case of the docket.  Thank you.
16             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  In terms of the
17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd
18 start with --
19             MS. HAYES:  Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.  I was
20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be
21 appearing via the phone.  Did he make an appearance?
22             THE CLERK:  No.
23             HEARING OFFICER:  No.
24             MS. HAYES:  Okay.
25             HEARING OFFICER:  And in terms of the
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 1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd
 2 start with the Company since it's the Company's
 3 application.  My instinct would be to then proceed
 4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the
 5 Intervenors.  I don't know if you have a preference as
 6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --
 7             MR. JETTER:  One thing some of the parties
 8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony
 9 in support of the stipulation first, from all
10 parties --
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.
12             MR. JETTER:  -- so the company would go,
13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is
14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates
15 portion.
16             HEARING OFFICER:  That's fine with me.
17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the
18 Intervenors.
19             Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going
20 first?
21             MR. MECHAM:  I'm fine.  We're really just
22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,
23 and supporting the stipulation.
24             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And then we'll
25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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 1             Okay.
 2             And do we anticipate there will be
 3 cross-examination?  I think there will likely be on
 4 the time-of-use portion, no?
 5             MR. SOLANDER:  It's probable, yes.
 6             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's best --
 7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the
 8 witnesses take the witness stand.
 9             I'll allow counsel to decide whether you
10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify
11 as to the stipulation.
12             Anything else before we begin?
13             All right.  Mr. Solander, please call your
14 first witness.
15             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Rocky Mountain
16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the
17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding
18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use
19 Program that led up to the stipulation.
20
21                   WILLIAM COMEAU,
22     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
23        was examined and testified as follows:
24
25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my
0009
 1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take
 2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,
 3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one
 4 has any objection, that's fine as well.
 5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.
 6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.
 7
 8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
 9 BY MR. SOLANDER:
10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name
11 for the record.
12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,
13 C-o-m-e-a-u.
14      Q.     And what is your current position with
15 Rocky Mountain Power?
16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.
17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,
18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this
19 proceeding?
20      A.     I did.
21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or
22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you
23 filed with that testimony?
24      A.     I do not.
25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions
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 1 today, each of your answers would be the same?
 2      A.     That's correct.
 3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the
 4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and
 5 exhibits coming in.
 6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.
 7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.
 8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate
 9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the
10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle
11 Incentive Program?
12      A.     I did.
13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of
14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and
15 all of the parties?
16      A.     I do.
17      Q.     Please proceed.
18      A.     Okay.  Well, on May 10th, 2016, the
19 Company met with interested parties to provide
20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in
21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in
22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.
23             On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed
24 an application to implement programs authorized by the
25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,
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 1 including a request for authorization of funding for a
 2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a
 3 proposal to start a series of working group
 4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the
 5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction
 6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.
 7             On January 31st, 2017, after holding
 8 several working group discussions, the company filed
 9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in
10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,
11 together with supporting testimony.
12             The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle
13 program offers incentives for participation and
14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact
15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom
16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.
17             The proposed time-of-use program offers
18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of
19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.
20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)
21 customers to participate in a load research study
22 which will help the Company to better understand
23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.
24             On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties
25 submitted direct testimony in response to the
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 1 Company's supplemental application and proposed
 2 programs.  On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed
 3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed
 4 programs based on recommendations contained in
 5 intervening parties' direct testimony.
 6             On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a
 7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of
 8 Phase III issues.  Parties to the stipulation have
 9 agreed on all components of the plug-in
10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as
11 described in the stipulation, except for the
12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time
13 periods.
14             The Company shall guarantee against an
15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate
16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.  If
17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the
18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what
19 costs would have been for the same period under
20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited
21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the
22 one-year commitment.
23             The parties agree to the proposed maximum
24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in
25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and
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 1 DC fast chargers.
 2             The Company agrees to meet with interested
 3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate
 4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate
 5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are
 6 warranted.  The Company will also provide a status
 7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of
 8 2018.
 9             The time-of-use load research study will
10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they
11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require
12 participation for one year.
13             The Company agrees to keep the load
14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect
15 data for study participants for the duration of the
16 time-of-use program.
17             The Company further agrees to meet with
18 interested parties to review initial load research
19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study
20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,
21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.
22             The signing parties believe the
23 stipulation is in the public interest, and
24 respectfully request the Commission approve the
25 stipulation as filed.
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 1      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?
 2      A.     It does.
 3             MR. SOLANDER:  Mr. Comeau is available for
 4 questions from the parties.
 5             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the
 6 Division.
 7             MR. SNARR:  No questions from the Office.
 8             MR. MECHAM:  No questions.
 9             MS. HAYES:  No questions.
10             MS. GARDNER:  And no questions.
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Comeau.
12             MR. COMEAU:  Thank you.
13             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, does the
14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the
15 stipulation?
16             MR. SOLANDER:  With respect to the
17 stipulation, no.
18             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.
19             Mr Jetter?
20             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.
21             The Division would like to call and have
22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.
23             HEARING OFFICER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.
24             THE WITNESS:  Good morning.
25                          *
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 1                   ROBERT A. DAVIS,
 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
 3        was examined and testified as follows:
 4
 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 6
 7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
 8 BY MR. JETTER:
 9      Q.     Mr. Davis, would you please state your
10 name and occupation for the record.
11      A.     My name is Robert A. Davis.  I'm a utility
12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.
13      Q.     Thank you.  And in the course of your
14 appointment with the Division, have you had the
15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled
16 testimony of this docket?
17      A.     I have.
18      Q.     And have you also had an opportunity to
19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial
20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by
21 the parties in this docket?
22      A.     I have.
23      Q.     And what is your opinion of the settlement
24 and stipulation?
25      A.     The parties reached a settlement on all
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 1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods
 2 for the pilot.  The Division signed and supports the
 3 stipulation.
 4      Q.     And do you believe approval of the
 5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,
 6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?
 7      A.     I do.
 8             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.
 9             I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.
10 He is available for cross-examination.
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have
12 questions for Mr. Davis?
13             MR. MECHAM:  None.
14             MR. SNARR:  None.
15             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Jetter.
16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.
17             Mr. Snarr?
18             MR. SNARR:  Yes, on behalf of the Office
19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and
20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all
21 right.
22            HEARING OFFICER:  Of course.
23                          *
24                          *
25                          *
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 1                    CHERYL MURRAY,
 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
 3        was examined and testified as follows:
 4
 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 6
 7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
 8 BY MR. SNARR:
 9      Q.     Please state your name, business address,
10 and for whom you work.
11      A.     My name is Cheryl Murray.  My address is
12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.  I work for the
13 Office of Consumer Services.
14      Q.     With respect to this case and this
15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or
16 testimony to be submitted?
17      A.     Yes, I did.
18      Q.     And did you submit direct testimony
19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as
20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages
21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony
22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?
23      A.     Yes.
24      Q.     Do you have any changes to your testimony
25 at this time?
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 1      A.     Yes, I do.
 2      Q.     With respect to direct testimony, could
 3 you tell us what changes have you made?
 4      A.     Certainly.
 5             Page 3 Line 49:  Change "two witnesses" to
 6 "one witness."  The corrected line should read, "The
 7 office has one witness in addition to myself."
 8             Page 3:  Strike Lines 50 through 52, which
 9 reads "1.  Mr. James Daniel will address the rate
10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,
11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."
12             On that same page, Line 53:  Strike the
13 number "2."
14             On Page 15, Line 313:  Strike everything
15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in
16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to
17 269.
18             On Page 15, Line 314:  Capitalize the
19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."
20      Q.     Do you have any changes to your rebuttal
21 testimony?
22      A.     Yes, I do.
23      Q.     Would you present them.
24      A.     Yes.
25             Page 8 Line 178:  Remove the word, "our,"
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 1 and replace with the word "a."
 2             Page 14, Line 299:  Strike the words "as
 3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."
 4             Those are all my changes.
 5      Q.     Thank you.
 6             Do you have a statement in support of the
 7 settlement that has been referenced?
 8      A.     Yes, I do.
 9      Q.     Could you present that at this time?
10      A.     Yes.
11      Q.     Did you participate in the settlement
12 discussions?
13      A.     I did.
14      Q.     Does the Office support the settlement as
15 filed?
16      A.     Yes, we do.
17      Q.     Do you have some testimony to provide in
18 support of that settlement?
19      A.     Yes.
20             In my direct testimony I recommended
21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the
22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.  Since
23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,
24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,
25 and are included in the tariff attached to the
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 1 stipulation.
 2             Some of the important tariff changes
 3 include the following:  As originally filed,
 4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for
 5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC
 6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that
 7 customers who received an incentive may be required to
 8 consent by charger usage status.
 9             In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation
10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is
11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an
12 incentive.  A similar requirement now also exists for
13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if
14 applicable.
15             In direct testimony the Office recommended
16 that the Company should create a new tariff related
17 specifically to load research study participants.  In
18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the
19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such
20 a tariff.  In negotiations, the parties agreed to that
21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are
22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the
23 stipulation.
24             In addition to the tariff changes, the
25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements
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 1 important to the Office, such as the additional
 2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ
 3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding
 4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.
 5             In my direct testimony I suggested that
 6 additional technical conferences be required to
 7 provide specific information regarding outreach and
 8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's
 9 RFP.
10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet
11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office
12 and others.  Although not set as a technical
13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will
14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we
15 were seeking.
16             I would also note that these meetings will
17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to
18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to
19 address some of the issues raised by parties that
20 could not be included in the subtle design of the
21 program at this time.
22             The design of the load research study is a
23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was
24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1
25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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 1 statistically significant information without further
 2 stratification by type of charger.
 3             The stipulation requires the residential
 4 load research participants will be required to have AC
 5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to
 6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our
 7 concern and eliminates the need for additional
 8 stratification.
 9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that
10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and
11 recommends that the Commission approve it.
12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?
13      A.     Yes.  It does.
14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move
15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.
16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,
17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted
18 by Cheryl Murray.
19             We also have the direct testimony of
20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to
21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony
22 primarily is directed at the issues that were
23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.
24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.
25 They're admitted.
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 1             Does any party have any cross-examination
 2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?
 3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?
 4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.
 5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 6             Mr. Mecham.
 7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.
 8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis
 9 (appearing by phone).
10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?
11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm
12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I
13 hear you.
14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that
15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.
16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is
17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.
18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth
19 today?
20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?
21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.
22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the
23 presiding officer.
24                          *
25                          *
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 1                     JAMES ELLIS,
 2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
 3        was examined and testified as follows:
 4
 5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.
 7
 8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
 9 BY MR. MECHAM:
10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your
11 name and business address for the record, please.
12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill
13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.
14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at
15 ChargePoint?
16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at
17 ChargePoint.
18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct
19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this
20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three
21 pages dated May 16th of this year?
22      A.     Yes, I did.
23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions
24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be
25 the same today?
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 1      A.     Yes, they are.
 2      Q.     Thank you.
 3             And does ChargePoint support the
 4 stipulation?
 5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.
 6      Q.     Thank you.
 7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of
 8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as
 9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.
10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.
11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.
12             And if there are no questions for
13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.
14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any
15 questions for Mr. Ellis?
16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.
17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.
18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.
19 You're excused.
20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --
21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.
22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.
23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to
24 stay on the line?
25             MR. SNARR:  No.
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 1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.
 2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
 4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the
 5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.
 6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to
 7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.
 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.
 9             Does any party have any questions for the
10 witness?
11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.
12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy
13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.
14
15                    KEVIN EMERSON,
16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
17        was examined and testified as follows:
18
19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
20
21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION
22 BY MS. HAYES:
23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.
24             Will you please state your name and
25 position for the record?
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 1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the
 2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean
 3 Energy.
 4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat
 5 more slowly?
 6      A.     I'm glad to.
 7      Q.     Thank you.
 8             Did you file direct testimony in this
 9 docket on April 6th?
10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related
11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on
12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest
13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.
14      Q.     And did you also participate in the
15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement
16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?
17      A.     Yes, I did.
18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared
19 regarding that stipulation?
20      A.     Yes, I do.
21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement
22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.
23             Our main concern with regard to the
24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was
25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle
0028
 1 charging.
 2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory
 3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at
 4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will
 5 largely take place at home and during the night, will
 6 have the least impact on the utility system.
 7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly
 8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and
 9 also in the interest of fairness for residential
10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2
11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and
12 included in future years.
13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and
14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at
15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the
16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle
17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,
18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely
19 needed for multi-family properties.
20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2
21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,
22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,
23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and
24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure
25 includes more explicit language indicating that
0029
 1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives
 2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and
 3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the
 4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update
 5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and
 6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with
 7 interested parties after the first year of program
 8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for
 9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing
10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.
11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?
12      A.     Yes.
13      Q.     Thank you.
14             Utah Clean Energy at this time would move
15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson
16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make
17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.
18             HEARING OFFICER:  It's admitted, and does
19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this
20 time?
21             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Emerson.
22             Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?
23             MS. HAYES:  Not at this time.  Thank you.
24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
25             Ms. Gardner.
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.
 2             Western Resource Advocates calls
 3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --
 4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that
 5 he be sworn in at this time.
 6
 7                  KENNETH L. WILSON,
 8     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
 9        was examined and testified as follows:
10
11            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
12
13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
14 BY MS. GARDNER:
15      Q.     Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name
16 and business address for the record.
17      A.     Kenneth L. Wilson.  Business address for
18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,
19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.
20      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your
21 position with Western Resource Advocates.
22      A.     Yes.  I'm the engineering fellow.
23      Q.     Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I
24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA
25 Exhibit 1.1?
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 1      A.     Yes, I did.
 2      Q.     And did you file direct testimony in
 3 Phase III of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as
 4 WRA Exhibit 2.0?
 5      A.     Yes.
 6      Q.     Did you file rebuttal testimony, also on
 7 Phase III, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA
 8 Exhibit 3.0?
 9      A.     Yes.
10      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony in
11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA
12 Exhibit 4.0?
13      A.     Yes, I did.
14      Q.     And finally, did you also file an
15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitled,
16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by
17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?
18      A.     Yes.
19      Q.     And to the best of your knowledge,
20 Mr. Wilson, is everything in your testimony true and
21 correct?
22      A.     It is.  However, there's some
23 clarification regarding a section of my surrebuttal
24 that I would like to make when I testify to the rate
25 structures, so I can do that a bit later.
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 1      Q.     Okay.  And Mr. Wilson, was WRA a signatory
 2 to the settlement agreement filed with the Commission
 3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling
 4 parties on May 16th, 2017?
 5      A.     Yes, we were.
 6             The parties discussed numerous issues.
 7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the
 8 settlement.  One was extending the length of the pilot
 9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and
10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers.  And so
11 both of those issues were taken care of in the
12 settlement and we are very comfortable signing it.
13      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, just one follow up there.
14             Do you believe that to the best of your
15 knowledge that the settlement agreement is just,
16 reasonable, and in the public interest?
17      A.     Yes, I do.
18      Q.     Thank you.
19             So at this time WRA would move for the
20 admission of all of Mr. Wilson's testimony, his CV, as
21 well as Exhibit A.
22             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.
23             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.
24             Mr. Wilson is available for questions.
25             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any
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 1 questions for Mr. Wilson?
 2             Ms. Gardner, anything else?
 3             MS. GARDNER:  No, that's all.  Thank you.
 4             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 5             Anything else from any party before we
 6 proceed to discussing the remaining issues -- or I
 7 should say, receiving testimony on the remaining
 8 issues?
 9             MR. SOLANDER:  If I didn't move so before,
10 I'd move that the stipulation and partial settlement
11 agreement of Phase III issues be entered into the
12 record.
13             HEARING OFFICER:  They're entered.  Thank
14 you.
15             All right.  Then we'll proceed.
16             Mr. Solander, please call your first
17 witness.
18             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  The Company
19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's
20 proposed time-of-use programs.
21
22                   ROBERT M. MEREDITH,
23     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
24        was examined and testified as follows:
25                          *
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 1            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 2            MR. SOLANDER:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.
 3             MR. MEREDITH:  Morning.
 4
 5                   DIRECT EXAMINATION
 6 BY MR. SOLANDER:
 7      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name
 8 for the record.
 9      A.     Robert M. Meredith.  R-o-b-e-r-t, M.,
10 M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h.
11      Q.     And what is your current position with
12 PacifiCorp?
13      A.     Manager of pricing and cost of service.
14      Q.     And is this your first time testifying in
15 front of the Utah Public Service Commission?
16      A.     It is.
17      Q.     Could you just give the Commission a brief
18 summary of your background and how you came to your
19 current position?
20      A.     Sure.  I've been working with the Company
21 for about 12 years in the customer service regulation
22 and integrated resource planning departments in
23 various roles of increasing responsibility.
24             In March of 2016 I assumed my present
25 position, and in this role I'm responsible for
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 1 overseeing the analysis and the work that's entailed
 2 with supporting the prices and the cost of service
 3 analysis for all six states that PacifiCorp serves.
 4      Q.     And as part of those duties, did you cause
 5 to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal
 6 testimony in Phase III of this proceeding?
 7      A.     I did.
 8      Q.     And do you have any corrections or
 9 additions to any of those pieces of testimony that
10 you'd like to make at this time?
11      A.     I do not.
12      Q.     Have you prepared a statement -- a summary
13 statement in support of the Company's position with
14 respect to time-of-use rates?
15      A.     Yes, I have.
16      Q.     Please proceed.
17      A.     Good morning.  I'd first like to say that
18 I appreciate the time, effort, and thoughtfulness the
19 various parties have put into this effort to develop
20 an electric vehicle time-of-use pilot.
21             Prior to our Phase III filing, five
22 workshops were held to discuss the pilot.  There have
23 been two rounds of testimony and several settlement
24 discussions that have culminated in the stipulation
25 and partial settlement agreement of Phase III issues.
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 1             I think that this partial settlement is
 2 just, reasonable, in the public interest, and moves
 3 forward many of the issues for the pilot.
 4             This partial settlement resolved all
 5 issues pertaining to the electric-vehicle time-of-use
 6 pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use
 7 periods.
 8             From my review of other parties'
 9 surrebuttal testimony, other parties have also
10 expressed their support for the time-of-use periods
11 that the Company proposed.  The only remaining issue
12 in dispute among the parties, therefore, is the rates
13 themselves.
14             Western Resource Advocates supports the
15 two rate designs that the Company proposes.  This
16 includes two clean time-of-use options, one with a
17 moderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that
18 is about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22
19 cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a more
20 pronounced differential that is about three cents per
21 kilowatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour
22 on peak.
23             The Company's proposed rates are easy to
24 understand, would produce results that would provide
25 meaningful information, and would encourage PEB
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 1 charging outside of the times when the Company's peaks
 2 occur.
 3             The two rate options proposed by the
 4 Company are different enough that strong inferences
 5 could be drawn for several variables, and useful
 6 information could be gleaned from both the load
 7 research study as well as for customers who opt into
 8 one of the rates, apart from the load research study.
 9             The Division, the Office, and Utah Clean
10 Energy have coalesced around two options:  one that is
11 the same as the Company's Rate Option 1, and another
12 that is otherwise the same, but has inverted tier
13 blocks such that additional monthly energy consumption
14 is charged at a higher rate.
15             Testing a tiered option compared to a
16 non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an
17 electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot, doesn't make a
18 whole lot of sense to me.  The tiered-rate option that
19 the Office, the Division, and Utah Clean Energy
20 proposed is not very different from Rate Option 1.
21             I'm not sure what we would learn, if
22 anything, from testing out these two different rate
23 options against one other.
24             While energy charge tiers are being
25 extolled by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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 1 overall energy reductions, I don't really think that
 2 we would be able to parse out the impact that tiers
 3 would specifically have on energy reductions from
 4 their proposal in this pilot.
 5             Time-of-use participants for this pilot
 6 would be individuals who perhaps very recently have
 7 adopted electric vehicles, and could have a lot of
 8 usage associated with that electric-vehicle charging.
 9 I do not know how reliable any estimates of energy
10 efficiency could actually be for this population of
11 customers.
12             Furthermore, tiered rates may encourage
13 energy efficiency, but they discourage
14 electric-vehicle adoption.  You cannot both discourage
15 energy usage and encourage additional load from
16 electric vehicles; the two goals are diametrically
17 opposed to one another.  Tiered rates may encourage
18 energy efficiency, but they do so to the detriment of
19 electric-vehicle adoption.
20             Finally, tiers send a blunt price signal
21 for customers to reduce overall energy usage.  On the
22 other hand, time-of-use prices send a better, more
23 detailed, cost-informed, price signal for customers to
24 use energy at the right times.  And it's more
25 important for customers to use energy at the right
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 1 times than it is for them to use less overall.
 2             Concluding an option with tiers distracts
 3 the Company's final analysis for this pilot and also
 4 distracts customers from the more critical finding
 5 that we're seeking in this pilot, which is:  What is
 6 the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that will
 7 entice customers to use less during on-peak times?
 8             For all these reasons I recommend that the
 9 Commission approve the Company's proposed rate options
10 for the electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot.  Thank
11 you.
12             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Mr. Meredith is
13 available for cross-examination by the parties or
14 questions from the Commission.
15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.
16             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the
17 Division.  Thank you.
18             HEARING OFFICER:  Miss Murray?
19             I'm sorry.  Mr. Snarr.
20             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.
21             HEARING OFFICER:  I demoted you,
22 Mr. Snarr.  I'm sorry.
23             MR. SNARR:  I'm demoted now, but if I
24 don't get it right, Ms. Murray can follow up.  Thank
25 you.
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 1             I have some questions.
 2
 3                 CROSS-EXAMINATION
 4 BY MR. SNARR:
 5      Q.     Directing your attention to your
 6 surrebuttal testimony at Lines 29 through 37, you
 7 identified the issues you understand to still be in
 8 dispute that the Commission should address at this
 9 hearing, and you've talked about some of the issues
10 here in your summary.
11             Would you agree with me that the bullet
12 points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your
13 testimony are no longer in dispute?
14      A.     Yes, I would.
15      Q.     Okay.
16             With respect to the issues that do remain
17 in dispute, isn't it true that they are competing
18 proposals on how to design two TOU rates:  one where
19 Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,
20 one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a
21 larger rate differential; and a counter-proposal
22 supported by other parties where one rate would
23 include a modest rate differential and the other TOU
24 rate would be based off the same rate differential but
25 would feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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 1      A.     That's correct.  That's my understanding.
 2      Q.     Let's now address the issues that relate
 3 to the tiered or inclining block rates.  At Lines 105
 4 through 107 of your surrebuttal testimony, you state,
 5             "While tiers have generally been
 6             instituted to encourage efficiency,
 7             for policy reasons they can be a
 8             barrier for customers seeking to buy
 9             or lease a PEV"; is that correct?
10      A.     Yes.
11      Q.     Have you conducted any studies to know if
12 that statement is true?
13      A.     I have not conducted any specific studies
14 to know whether that statement is true, but I believe
15 that customers do respond to price signals, and having
16 a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for some
17 customers, be a barrier.
18      Q.     Do you have any ideas as to how many
19 electric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Utah
20 service territory?
21      A.     I don't know exactly right now.  My
22 understanding is that it's somewhere between 2000 and
23 2500.
24      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that most of those
25 customers have some type of charger situated at their
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 1 home to charge their electric vehicle?
 2      A.     That's correct.
 3      Q.     And isn't it true that those customers
 4 utilizing a home charger would receive electricity
 5 through the Rocky Mountain Power residential rate
 6 that's currently in place?
 7      A.     That's my understanding, yes, they would.
 8      Q.     And isn't it also true that the rates that
 9 apply to those residential customers are designed with
10 tiers or inclining block rates to encourage
11 conservation?
12      A.     They are.
13      Q.     And to discourage the extent of use of
14 electricity?
15      A.     That's the policy objectives that tiered
16 rates have right now, yes.
17      Q.     So these 2000 to 2500 consumers in Utah
18 have somehow found their way to buying an electric
19 vehicle thus far; isn't that right?
20      A.     They have, but I would note that 2000 to
21 2500 is not a very large number of our customers who
22 have electric vehicles right now, so --
23      Q.     As you understand the proposed pilot rate
24 study, will the study focus on the habits or
25 inclinations of consumers who might be considering the
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 1 purchase or lease of an electric vehicle?
 2      A.     Our study will specifically look for --
 3 the load research study we'll specifically examine
 4 customers who have an electric vehicle already.
 5 However, we will always, through surveys, understand
 6 whether any customers -- whether the time-of-use rates
 7 or the presence of those time-of-use rates was
 8 something that helped entice those customers to make
 9 that decision, because it is going to be available for
10 up to 1000 customers to specifically opt in to one of
11 the two rate options.
12             And so I think that some customers will
13 specifically see that and realize that there may be
14 cheaper rates available to them if they can charge
15 their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and
16 knowing that -- and looking at what their savings
17 might be -- that may push them over the edge into
18 making that decision to either purchase or lease an
19 electric vehicle.
20      Q.     Now, does -- your study program has a
21 process whereby you're going to attempt to identify
22 those people who would participate in the program with
23 an electric vehicle; is that correct?
24      A.     Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify
25 those people who have an electric vehicle presently?
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 1      Q.     Yes.
 2      A.     Yes.  And that is what we will
 3 specifically use to target our load research study,
 4 where we'll be specifically focused on the behaviors
 5 of customers who are on one of the two time-of-use
 6 options; or a control group who are subject to the
 7 standard rates that they are right now, and then
 8 seeing what naturally would occur with their charging
 9 behavior.
10      Q.     So the primary focus of the study is to
11 examine the charging behavior, whether they're on the
12 standard residential rate, whether they were on one of
13 the two time-of-use rates; is that right?
14      A.     I think that's one of the main things that
15 we're going to be looking at, but I think that also
16 the pilot as it's currently structured has two
17 components:  one component which is a load research
18 study specifically, which has higher incentive levels
19 to entice existing electric vehicle customers to be on
20 that study right away, and to be on one of the two
21 rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the
22 two rate options and be on a control group.
23             And then that's going to have another
24 segment which is going to be customers who decide to
25 choose one of these two time-of-use options; and those
0045
 1 customers may be existing electric vehicle customers
 2 or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those
 3 time-of-use rates played a role in their decision to
 4 adopt an electric vehicle.
 5      Q.     Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the
 6 time-of-use rates to customers that don't have
 7 electric vehicles?
 8      A.     We do offer a time-of-use option for
 9 customers who don't have electric vehicles.  Our
10 Schedule 2 is an option that customers who don't have
11 electric vehicles may choose.
12      Q.     All right.
13             In the study you're proposing, you will be
14 comparing the three different groups as part of your
15 pilot study; is that correct?
16      A.     It's part of the load research study, yes:
17 a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate Option 2.
18      Q.     So necessarily there's going to be some
19 comparison made between customers who might be on a
20 rate that would include some tiered or inclining
21 blocks --
22      A.     Yes.
23      Q.     -- as well as those that are not?
24      A.     Yes.
25      Q.     And to include one more rate, a
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 1 time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a block
 2 feature would not complicate the study much, because
 3 you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a
 4 residential program, aren't you?
 5      A.     I think my primary contention with having
 6 a tiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is
 7 that, first, as I mentioned in my summary statement
 8 there is not a whole lot of difference between the
 9 tiers that are being proposed.
10             And I think that specifically we're
11 wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly
12 far apart from one another, in terms of the price
13 signals that customers would see, and I believe that
14 that will provide more useful information in terms of
15 understanding charging behavior and other variables
16 that I think are useful, such as what role this may
17 play in electric-vehicle adoption.
18      Q.     Have you reviewed the testimony -- the
19 surrebuttal testimony of -- of Utah Clean Energy's
20 Sarah Wright?
21      A.     Yes, I have.
22      Q.     And isn't it true that the Utah Clean
23 Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2
24 would not become applicable until after levels
25 contemplated for average residential usage and
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 1 anticipated normal electric vehicle charging usage
 2 would fully accommodate?
 3      A.     For the average customer, the way that my
 4 understanding is:  She has designed this such that a
 5 typical customer who uses about 700 kilowatt hours per
 6 month and then has additional load of about 300
 7 kilowatt hours a month, which would encompass -- I
 8 think what I've said may be sort of a typical energy
 9 level of charging for a thousand miles a month.  That
10 would all add up to 1000 kilowatt hours.
11             However, if a customer had all 1000 of
12 those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those
13 customers would be subject to the tiered rates.
14             I would also note that many customers are
15 not the average.  There will be many who are below
16 that average and many who are above that average.  And
17 so for those customers who are above the average,
18 those tiers potentially are a little bit more of a
19 barrier for that customer, a little bit longer of a
20 payback period for that customer, in terms of their
21 decision to adopt an electric vehicle.
22      Q.     In your summary just presented earlier
23 today, you said that
24             "The usage for electric vehicles
25             should be encouraged and is
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 1             diametrically opposed to the policies
 2             we have with reference to energy
 3             conservation," or words to that
 4             effect.
 5      A.     I think what I said was that specifically
 6 with this pilot which is -- we are making this ap --
 7 we've made this application for this pilot and we're
 8 looking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to
 9 specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,
10 which looks to encourage electric-vehicle charging
11 during the off-peak period.  And so I think that for
12 that, the goals of specifically encouraging energy
13 efficiency and discouraging electric-vehicle adoption
14 are diametrically opposed to one another.
15             So I would say that for our existing
16 rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy
17 efficiency, but they do also discourage
18 electric-vehicle adoption.
19      Q.     So with respect to the current rates,
20 would I contemplate a proposal from Rocky Mountain:
21 We just take off the existing tiers for residential
22 rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?
23      A.     That's not specifically what the Company
24 is proposing right now.
25             What we are looking at is a time-of-use
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 1 options (sic) where customers who opt to be in to a
 2 time-of-use rate -- where those customers now have the
 3 opportunity for much higher bills if their energy
 4 occurs more during the on-peak period -- would no
 5 longer be subject to the tiers, because they are now
 6 subject to a more cost-based, more-detailed pricing,
 7 which includes time-of-use prices.
 8      Q.     I guess the real question is:  Can
 9 time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're
10 also trying to encourage energy conservation?
11      A.     They can co-exist, but I think they
12 undermine some of the goals that are trying to be
13 achieved here, specifically encouraging electric
14 vehicle charging during the off-peak period.
15             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.
16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
17             Mr. Mecham?
18             MR. MECHAM:  I have no questions, thank
19 you.
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?
21             MS. HAYES:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.
22             MR. MEREDITH:  Good morning.
23                          *
24                          *
25                          *
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 1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION
 2 BY MS. HAYES:
 3      Q.     If I could direct you to your surrebuttal
 4 testimony, at Line 100, you say,
 5             "In this pilot, tiers would distract
 6             from the primary message for
 7             customers to manage their hourly
 8             energy consumption with time of
 9             use" --
10             I'm so sorry -- pardon me.
11             I'm reading from Mr. Meredith's testimony
12 at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.
13             "In this pilot, tiers would distract
14             from the primary message for
15             customers to manage their hourly
16             energy consumption with time of use."
17             That's what it says; is that correct?
18      A.     Yes.
19      Q.     This is -- this is your opinion, correct?
20      A.     It is my opinion.
21      Q.     You don't -- this isn't based on a study
22 you've actually conducted already, is it?
23      A.     No.
24      Q.     All right.  And -- and -- or -- or that
25 others have conducted; studies that others have
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 1 conducted, correct?
 2      A.     That's correct.
 3      Q.     All right.  In your statement just now,
 4 you said that tiered time-of-use rates would
 5 discourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?
 6      A.     Yes.
 7      Q.     It's true, though, isn't it, that one of
 8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket
 9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?
10      A.     Yes.
11      Q.     And that that was one of our primary
12 objectives in designing the tiered time-of-use rate
13 that we did?
14      A.     Yes.
15      Q.     All right.  Have you reviewed Utah Clean
16 Energy's tiered time-of-use Rate Option 2?
17      A.     Yes, I have.
18      Q.     And if you want a visual, it's Sarah
19 Wright's surrebuttal, Page 45.
20             And in your surrebuttal you did some
21 analysis regarding the cost of charging and the simple
22 payback of an electric vehicle --
23      A.     Uh-huh.
24      Q.     -- at different time-of-use prices.  And
25 I'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you.  But
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 1 looking at this comparison of Rocky Mountain Power's
 2 Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,
 3 it's true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of
 4 Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the same as
 5 the on-peak tier in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate
 6 Option 1; is that correct?
 7      A.     And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents
 8 is --
 9      Q.     Yes.
10      A.     -- the same between the greater than 200
11 kilowatt hours consumption in Utah Clean Energy's Rate
12 Option 2 versus the Company's proposed Rate
13 Option 1 --
14      Q.     Yes.
15      A.     -- for on peak?
16             Yes, they're the same.
17      Q.     All right.  And with regard to the
18 off-peak prices, Utah Clean Energy's off-peak prices
19 be in the first tier in Utah Clean Energy's option,
20 the Utah Clean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which
21 is a little less than one cent below Rocky Mountain
22 Power's 6.8 cents --
23      A.     Um-hm.
24      Q.     -- while our Tier 2 price is less than one
25 cent above --
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 1      A.     Uh-huh.
 2      Q.     -- Rocky Mountain Power's price.
 3             And so going to your -- your -- I'm sorry,
 4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM -- TSR --
 5      A.     It's TSR, yes.
 6      Q.     Yes.  I don't want to ask you to do any
 7 complicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a
 8 month to charge an electric vehicle, and it's less
 9 than one cent more per kilowatt hour to charge
10 entirely in the second tier under Utah Clean Energy's
11 option, that's around four dollars more a month,
12 right?
13      A.     I haven't done the math but I would say
14 that relative to what Utah Clean Energy was looking at
15 in the rebuttal testimony where the differential was
16 two-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now moving
17 forward to the surrebuttal testimony which has a
18 differential during the off-peak period of about
19 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, I would say that the
20 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terms of not
21 discouraging electric-vehicle adoption as much.
22             I would also say, though, that looking at
23 specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,
24 these rates are less discouraging to electric-vehicle
25 adoptions, but also say that they are so similar to
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 1 Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very challenging
 2 to understand very much from these rates.
 3             And I don't think they're very different
 4 from one another to where we could really draw any
 5 strong inferences from that, from the 1.6 cents for
 6 this specific population.
 7      Q.     But you don't know that, having not
 8 actually undergone the load research study?
 9      A.     No.  But I know that looking at these
10 rates and seeing how close they are to one another,
11 and just thinking myself about in a few years from now
12 having to write a report and look at how that may have
13 influenced specifically energy reductions -- which I
14 think is what Utah Clean Energy is wanting to
15 understand -- is how tiered rates may influence
16 conservation.
17             I think it's going to be very challenging
18 to be able to tell that there's one rate option which
19 is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate
20 option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour
21 during the off-peak period -- whether it's below 800,
22 above 800 kilowatt hours -- I haven't done any
23 specific analysis.
24             But looking at these rates, I think it's
25 going to be very challenging to try and parse out any
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 1 sort of meaningful information from those.
 2      Q.     But you've also said that tiers will
 3 distract from -- from the time-of-use price signals.
 4 And so it's a little confusing which argument you're
 5 trying to make.
 6             I mean are the tiers going to distract
 7 from the price signals or are they going to give
 8 you -- give you the same results?
 9      A.     So I think there's -- I think maybe, if I
10 may, what you're trying to say is:  Will they distract
11 the Company's analysis, or will it distract the
12 customers themselves, in terms of deciding to consume
13 more or less energy during the -- during the on- and
14 off-peak periods and respond to the price signals.  Is
15 that what you're trying to understand, because --
16      Q.     What I'm trying to understand is -- or
17 what -- it sounds like we don't know what -- what the
18 impact will be.  It sounds like you're making a lot of
19 conclusions without any evidence.
20      A.     I think looking at these specific rates
21 and how close they are, I think that it's very likely
22 it will be really hard to say that a customer has
23 really reduced their energy consumption, specifically
24 for electric-vehicle owners, because I think this is a
25 very unique population that we're dealing with.
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 1             I think it's going to be very challenging
 2 to be able to say whether they have reduced overall
 3 energy consumption or not.
 4             And I think there are, you know, a couple
 5 of competing goals here with the rates that you're
 6 looking at.  I think that on the one hand you want to
 7 have results that are meaningful enough that you can
 8 really see, you know, two different points and be able
 9 to draw some clear inferences where the two rates are
10 enough different from one another to be able to draw
11 clear conclusions.
12             On the other hand, I can appreciate that
13 Utah Clean Energy also does not want to discourage
14 electric-vehicle adoption.  I believe that that --
15 that they share that goal with the Company, and with
16 other parties in this case.
17             However, I think that these rates, as they
18 are, are so similar, that I think that they may --
19 they are not as much of a barrier as what I had
20 previously described in terms of 1.6 cents compared to
21 the two-and-a-half cents.
22             They are still somewhat of a barrier, I
23 would say, and I think they are still very close to
24 where it's going to be very hard to understand any
25 sort of impact from energy efficiency, specifically
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 1 for this population of customers.
 2      Q.     But as you said before, we have not
 3 actually studied this in Utah, the impact of tiered
 4 rates with time-of-use rates, correct?
 5      A.     We haven't specifically studied it but I
 6 just -- a visual examination, and I think somebody who
 7 looks at Table 1 from Utah Clean Energy's surrebuttal
 8 will see that these rates are so close, and
 9 specifically looking at this population of
10 electric-vehicle customers, it's going to be very hard
11 to tell whether there was additional energy
12 efficiency.
13             I think also what will skew the results is
14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, I
15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered
16 option, and then I don't know what that will actually
17 tell us about -- about these customers, even --
18 specifically for the customers who opt into it.
19             I think the load research study will also
20 be challenging to understand whether there's any
21 behavioral changes, because the rates are so close to
22 one another.
23      Q.     There is also a random assignment group,
24 correct?
25      A.     Yep.  Yeah.  Yeah.  That's what I'm
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 1 talking about, the two different groups:  one that's
 2 selecting it, and one that's being randomly assigned,
 3 correct.
 4             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.
 5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.
 6             Ms. Gardner?
 7             MS. GARDNER:  We have no questions at this
 8 time.
 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
10             I have just a couple.
11
12                     EXAMINATION
13 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:
14      Q.     Mr. Meredith, leaving aside the
15 tiered-rate issue, I believe there was suggestion in
16 some of the written testimony that with respect to
17 Option 2, something in the way of a compromise of a
18 ratio of less than 10-to-1 might be an acceptable
19 solution, something maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or
20 6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.
21             Would you consider endorsing something
22 less than 10-to-1 for Option 2?
23      A.     I think that having a -- something less
24 than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than
25 comparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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 1 very close to one another.
 2             My preference would be the 10-to-1, but I
 3 think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would also give us useful
 4 information.  I think that having those points sort of
 5 far apart from each other but still providing fairly
 6 robust savings in both options relative to what a
 7 customer can achieve with our present rates, including
 8 our present time-of-use Schedule 2, I think having
 9 those two points far apart from each other will allow
10 us to be able to draw lines between those and be able
11 to clearly tell between different variables what the
12 impacts may be.
13      Q.     Thank you.
14             The other parties can speak for themselves
15 but just for my clarification:  I thought I heard you
16 say that with respect to the time period that would be
17 used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no
18 longer disagreement between the parties.  Did I hear
19 you correctly?
20      A.     That's my understanding from reading the
21 surrebuttal testimony of the different parties.
22      Q.     Okay.  Well, we'll let them speak, but I
23 wanted to make sure I understood you.
24             Finally, to the extent the Commission were
25 inclined to adopt something like a 10-to-1 or a larger
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 1 ratio for Option 2, are there any measures that the
 2 Company, or specifically you would suggest, that might
 3 be taken to put customers on adequate notice that that
 4 might not be an option that would survive the pilot
 5 program?
 6      A.     Absolutely.  I think we need to be very
 7 straightforward with our customers and educate them
 8 well that this is a pilot.  These aren't necessarily
 9 rates that will continue forever, or even beyond this
10 pilot period.
11             We are looking to gather information and
12 understand the impacts, and then after that point they
13 may be continued in another form or may not be
14 continued.
15      Q.     Do you have any specific recommendations,
16 such as language, to the tariff?  I realize that I'm
17 just dropping this on you right now, but do you think
18 that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or
19 some other process to notify customers would be
20 appropriate?
21      A.     I think the tariff itself spells out that
22 it's for the pilot period and discusses when it will
23 end.
24             Let me find the tariff here -- but it
25 does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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 1 step -- step pilot period.  So I think that having
 2 that and specifically having that addressed in the
 3 customer communications that we send to customers will
 4 be important, that they realize that this is a
 5 program.
 6             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  Thank you.
 7             MR. MEREDITH:  You're welcome.
 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, any
 9 redirect?
10             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  No redirect.
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,
12 Mr. Meredith.
13             Mr. Solander, do you have any other
14 witnesses?
15             MR. SOLANDER:  I do not.  That concludes
16 the Company's presentation.
17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.
18             MR. JETTER:  The Division would like to
19 recall Mr. Robert A. Davis.  I'm not sure if he's -- I
20 think he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --
21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Davis, you're still
22 under oath.
23             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.
24                          *
25                          *
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 1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
 2 BY MR. JETTER:
 3      Q.     Earlier in this hearing you provided your
 4 name and occupation for the record so I'm not going to
 5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly
 6 the testimony you filed in this docket.
 7             Is it correct that you have caused to be
 8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and
 9 surrebuttal, and because of the complexity and
10 multiple phases of this docket, I'd like to identify
11 them a little more specifically as PPO Exhibit P3
12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 rebuttal, and
13 PEO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 surrebuttal.
14      A.     That's correct.
15      Q.     And do you have any corrections or changes
16 you'd like to make to that testimony?
17      A.     I do not.
18      Q.     If you were asked the same questions that
19 are asked in your prefiled testimony that I just
20 identified today, would your answers remain the same?
21      A.     They would.
22      Q.     Thank you.
23             I'd like to move to enter into the
24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and
25 surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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 1             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.
 2             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.
 3      Q.     Have you prepared a brief statement
 4 summarizing the position of the Division?
 5      A.     I have.
 6      Q.     Please go ahead.
 7      A.     The Division has reviewed the Company's
 8 application for implementation of the electric-vehicle
 9 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined
10 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this
11 docket.
12             In my direct testimony I expressed the
13 Division's concerns surrounding the Company's proposed
14 time-of-use option to -- as being similar to its
15 Proposed Option 1, but only more aggressive.
16             The Division expressed its concerns about
17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the
18 Company's Proposed Option 2, based on the customer's
19 ability to shift load, other than charging their
20 electric vehicles to off-peak periods.
21             Additionally the Division had concerns
22 that the proposed price guarantee may distort usage
23 behavior.  In my rebuttal testimony I expressed the
24 Division's concerns surrounding the proposed rate
25 designs and varying time periods proposed by the
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 1 Office of Consumer Services.
 2             Similarly I expressed the Division's
 3 concerns surrounding the proposal of Utah Clean
 4 Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and blocking
 5 around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying
 6 time periods and super off-peak pricing.
 7             In surrebuttal I stated that designing
 8 rates requires balancing several often-opposing or
 9 objectives of principles while trying to address all
10 the parties' expectations for a program such as the
11 Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.
12             Prior to filing testimony, the parties,
13 including the Division, discussed several potential
14 rate designs and time periods for the pilot.
15             The Division has not previously offered
16 its own rate designs because its rate designs were not
17 significantly different than the other parties'.
18 However, in my surrebuttal I offered the Division's
19 support for the Company's Proposed Option 1, or one of
20 the options proposed by the Office of Consumer
21 Services for one of the pilot options.
22             For the pilot's Option 2, the Division
23 offered support for Utah Clean Energy's tiered-rate
24 proposal with a different blocking structure providing
25 the billing comparison sent a strong enough signal to
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 1 the customer to charge their electric vehicles off
 2 peak.
 3             The Division's underlying expectation for
 4 the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two
 5 rate designs that are cost based and potentially could
 6 be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.
 7             One of the key points to that is an
 8 attempt to understand electric-vehicle customer
 9 behavior and determine what will incent (sic) those
10 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak,
11 and encourage them to use energy more efficiently.
12             Therefore the Division supports the
13 Company's time-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak
14 off-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as
15 Option 1 for the pilot.
16             The Division further supports the
17 Company's proposed time periods of 3:00 p.m. to
18 8:00 p.m. for the summer and winter months, with an
19 additional 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. window during the
20 winter months excluding weekends and holidays for both
21 proposed time-of-use rate options.
22             Since rebuttal testimony, the parties had
23 several discussions regarding a time-of-use Option 2
24 proposal that would optimally support the pilot.  The
25 expectation of the time-of-use rate to incent
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 1 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak
 2 also needs to consider bill impacts that may occur as
 3 a result of the proposed rates combined with the
 4 customer's other energy-use behaviors.
 5             From these discussions, in consideration
 6 of the parties' expectations and Company's proposed
 7 Option 2, the Division supports Utah Clean Energy's
 8 revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200
 9 kilowatt on peak and 800 kilowatt off peak as an
10 overall compromise.  Utah Clean Energy's design offers
11 a similar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.
12             The Company's proposed Option 1, while
13 incenting customers to use energy more efficiently
14 through the design's tiered blocks.
15             In consideration the settlement between
16 the parties for all other issues, the Division
17 supports the Company's proposed time-of-use Option 1,
18 the Company's proposed time-of-use periods, and Utah
19 Clean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as
20 discussed above.
21             The Division finds electric-vehicle
22 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined
23 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this
24 docket to be in the public interest, and recommends
25 approval.
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 1             The Division recommends its approval be
 2 conditional upon the accounting treatment, reporting
 3 requirements, and treatment of OMAG expenses as in the
 4 prior phases of this docket.  Thank you.
 5             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.  And I have no
 6 further questions.  Mr. Davidson is available for
 7 cross-examination.
 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander.
 9             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions.
10             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?
11             Ms. Hayes?
12             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.
13             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner?
14             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.
15
16                     EXAMINATION
17 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:
18      Q.     So Mr. Davis, just to summarize your
19 testimony so I'm clear, essentially the Division is
20 endorsing the Company's Option 1 rate, the Company's
21 proposed time period with respect to peak and off
22 peak, and supports UCE's revised proposal with respect
23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?
24      A.     That's correct.
25      Q.     How would you respond to Mr. Meredith's
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 1 concern that the similarity between UCE's proposed
 2 Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will undermine
 3 the desired outcome of the pilot period; in other
 4 words, what the Company hopes to learn from conducting
 5 the study?
 6      A.     I think Mr. Meredith has valid points.  I
 7 think in -- to compromise.  There's also some benefits
 8 in studying the tiered rates.
 9             The Division felt, as I mentioned in my
10 direct testimony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little
11 bit punitive, and in the case the customers could not
12 shift some of their other load to off-peak, in
13 consideration of the price guarantee, my understanding
14 is is that is after the year's study.  So during the
15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that
16 would take place.
17             So that was part of our consideration in
18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.
19      Q.     Thank you.
20             And with respect to any proposal to --
21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with
22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to
23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,
24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the
25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1
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 1 ratio?
 2      A.     Yes.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  I don't have anything
 4 further.  Thank you, Mr. Davis.
 5             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.
 6             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.
 7             MR. SNARR:  Yes.  We'd be happy to call
 8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.
 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Murray, you're still
10 under oath.
11             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.
12
13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION
14 BY MR. SNARR:
15      Q.     You previously provided your name and
16 business address and described the testimony that was
17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that
18 correct?
19      A.     Yes.
20      Q.     Have you prepared a summary of your
21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are
22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?
23      A.     Yes, I have.
24      Q.     Would you present that summary at this
25 time?
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 1      A.     Yes.
 2             The settlement stipulation resolved the
 3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to
 4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the
 5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off
 6 peak.  However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony
 7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences
 8 have been narrowed even further.
 9             For purposes of the pilot study it appears
10 that all parties now support the Company's definition
11 of on- and off-peak time periods.  It also appears
12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU
13 Rate Option 1.  As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only
14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate
15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing
16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed
17 TOU Rate Option 1.
18             As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,
19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU
20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and
21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate
22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both
23 on-peak and off-peak rates.
24             The Office believes the following
25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the
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 1 Rate Option 2 design:  maintain approximately the same
 2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both
 3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary
 4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied
 5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes
 6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference
 7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,
 8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would
 9 still be collected; design an appropriate break
10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate
11 design differential.
12             Tiers should be developed in the context
13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700
14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the
15 additional consumption associated with electric
16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.
17             The Office has reviewed the specific
18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in
19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria
20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design
21 for TOU Rate Option 2.
22             In our surrebuttal testimony the Office
23 recommended that the Commission order a short
24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would
25 require the Company to submit specific rates that
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 1 would comply with the concept the Commission
 2 determines are in the public interest.
 3             If the Commission accepts Utah Clean
 4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend
 5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the
 6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to
 7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts
 8 can be verified.
 9             The Commission should also allow comments
10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so
11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the
12 Commission's objectives.
13      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?
14      A.     It does.
15             MR. SNARR:  We would tender Ms. Murray for
16 cross-examination.
17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?
18             MR. SOLANDER:  Nothing.
19             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter?
20             MR. JETTER:  No questions.
21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?
22             MR. MECHAM:  Nothing, thank you.
23             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes.
24             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.
25             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.
 2
 3                     EXAMINATION
 4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:
 5      Q.     Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:
 6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all
 7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission
 8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?
 9      A.     Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.
10      Q.     Regarding the rates.
11             So specifically -- on board with the
12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,
13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's
14 proposal with respect to Option 2?
15      A.     That's correct.
16      Q.     Okay.  And do you have anything you would
17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern
18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the
19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the
20 study?
21      A.     Well, we think it is reasonable to have
22 those two options available.  I would note in -- and I
23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we
24 will be able to observe what effect it has on
25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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 1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on
 2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.
 3             And so we think that tiers within it would
 4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those
 5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing
 6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to
 7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.
 8      Q.     And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some
 9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the
10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock
11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until
12 the end of the year.  Does the Office care to comment
13 with respect to that observation?
14      A.     Well -- (Pause)
15            HEARING OFFICER:  Ready?  Go ahead,
16 Ms. Murray.
17             MS. MURRAY:  I guess I would have two
18 observations regarding that.  First, in the
19 available-to-select group -- so people who are
20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one
21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's
22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity
23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the
24 randomly-assigned group where the load research
25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they
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 1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate
 2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would
 3 be under Residential Schedule 1.  However, month by
 4 month they would see that sticker shock.
 5             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  I have
 6 nothing else.  Thank you, Ms. Murray.
 7             Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to
 8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III
 9 hearing?
10             MR. MECHAM:  I do not.  Thank you.
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
12             Ms. Hayes.
13             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy
14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could
15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,
16 and --
17             HEARING OFFICER:  Two things:  Mr. Snarr,
18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed
19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the
20 opportunity to call him or her.
21             MR. SNARR:  We have no other witnesses
22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect
23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I
24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.
25             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Does
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 1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?
 2             Okay.  We'll be in recess until 10:30.
 3 Thanks.
 4            (There was a break taken.)
 5             HEARING OFFICER:  We're back on the
 6 record.  Ms. Hayes.
 7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.
 8             Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah
 9 Wright.  And she will need to be sworn.
10
11                     SARAH WRIGHT,
12     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,
13        was examined and testified as follows:
14
15            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
16
17                     EXAMINATION
18 BY MS. HAYES:
19      Q.     Ms. Wright, please state your name and
20 title for the record.
21      A.     My name is Sarah Wright.  I'm the
22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.
23      Q.     In Phase III of this docket, did you file
24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,
25 2017?
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 1      A.     Yes, I did.
 2      Q.     And did you file rebuttal testimony on
 3 April 27th, 2017?
 4      A.     Yes.
 5      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony on
 6 May 16th, 2017?
 7      A.     Yes, I did.
 8      Q.     Do you have any corrections to make to any
 9 of your testimony?
10      A.     Yes, I do.
11      Q.     Go ahead.
12      A.     The first correction that I would like to
13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.  It is mislabeled as
14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page
15 headers.  These should be corrected to read
16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."
17             Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal
18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled
19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.
20             Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my
21 surrebuttal testimony.  At Line 110, the Number 4
22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.  The sentence
23 should read,
24             "The differential between the second
25             on-peak tier and the first off-peak
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 1             tier is 3.7 to one."
 2      Q.     Do you have any other corrections to make?
 3      A.     No.
 4      Q.     So if I ask you the same questions as set
 5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the
 6 same?
 7      A.     Yes, they would.
 8      Q.     Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his
 9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of
10 parties' positions.  Given that positions have been
11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you
12 have any edits to make to that table with regard to
13 Utah Clean Energy's positions?
14      A.     Yes.
15      Q.     With regard to the first issue whether one
16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is
17 Mr. Meredith's summary correct?
18      A.     Yes, Utah Clean Energy recommends that one
19 of the rate options should include inclining block
20 tiers.
21      Q.     With regard to the second issue -- that
22 is, what should the differential be between on- and
23 off-peak energy prices, what is Utah Clean Energy's
24 position?
25      A.     Utah Clean Energy recommends that the
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 1 Commission adopt the Company's first option, which has
 2 a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE's tiered option
 3 which is roughly a 3 to one differential.
 4             Oh, sorry, I didn't -- between tiers.  And
 5 the differential between on-peak second tier and the
 6 off-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.
 7      Q.     And then with regard to the third issue in
 8 Mr. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and
 9 off-peak time periods, what is Utah Clean Energy's
10 position?
11      A.     Well, we still have questions about the
12 cost basis of these time periods.  For the purposes of
13 this pilot we accept the time periods proposed by the
14 Company.
15      Q.     And then with regard to the final issue in
16 the table regarding the super off-peak period, what is
17 Utah Clean Energy's position?
18      A.     Mr. Meredith is correct.  Utah Clean
19 Energy has decided not to advocate for a super
20 off-peak period at this time.
21      Q.     Having provided these clarifications, do
22 you have a summary of your testimony to present to the
23 Commission?
24      A.     Yes.
25      Q.     Please proceed.
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 1      A.     First off I would like to thank the
 2 Commission and all parties for investigating and
 3 working on the time-of-use rate design pilot.
 4             Utah Clean Energy strongly supports a
 5 transition to electric vehicles.  However, as the
 6 penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it will
 7 be critical to both to -- to both continue to
 8 accelerate more efficient use of electricity, and
 9 encourage customers to charge their vehicles during
10 off-peak times.
11             These two parameters, being as efficient
12 as possible and shifting consumption to off peak, will
13 put downward pressure on rates over the long term for
14 the benefit of all ratepayers.
15             Throughout this docket we worked with
16 parties to find as much common ground as possible, and
17 through review of parties' filed testimony, Utah Clean
18 Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the
19 pilot to study two similar time-of-use rates, one with
20 inclining block rates and one without.
21             Because electric-vehicle adoption has the
22 potential to increase load overall, it is important to
23 consider the signals for efficiency embedded in
24 time-of-use rates.
25             Self-evaluating a tiered-rate time-of-use
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 1 option will help us evaluate the impact of the
 2 combination of time-of-use and inclining block rates
 3 on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak
 4 times relative to a non time-of-use rate option.
 5             Utah Clean Energy worked in consultation
 6 with the Office of Consumer Services and the Division
 7 of Public Utilities to develop a tiered-rate option to
 8 align closely with Rocky Mountain's Rate Option 1.
 9             Using the Company's worksheets we designed
10 this rate option with the following objectives:
11 maintain approximately the same differential between
12 on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate
13 Option 1; provide a meaningful differential between
14 Tier 1 and 2 to send signals to conserve; and also to
15 provide savings for EV owners, and to reduce the
16 disparity of bill impacts across residential energy
17 usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate
18 Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.
19             Some parties had concerns about the
20 complexity of layering time-of-use rates and inclining
21 block rates; however, Utah ratepayers have had
22 inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and
23 our proposal merely layers time-of-use pricing onto
24 tiered pricing that customers are already well
25 accustomed to and familiar with.
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 1             Some parties had concern that a 3-to-1
 2 differential between on- and off-peak pricing would
 3 not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off
 4 peak.
 5             It's important to note that we're not --
 6 these rates are not designed to tell people not to
 7 cook at a certain time during peak.  These are --
 8 electric vehicles are technology-enabled.  That means
 9 they can be programmed to charge during off-peak
10 periods.
11             If a customer knows that they'll pay three
12 to four times more to fuel their vehicle when they get
13 home from work, they will set their car to start
14 charging in the off-peak period.  It's not that they
15 have to go out and tell it to do it right at that
16 time; they have to program it, and the car will just
17 do that.
18             Parties also expressed concerns that
19 tiered rates would discourage EV adoption, but my
20 analysis shows that it will still cost less than $30
21 per month for an EV customer to charge their vehicle
22 under UCE's proposal, even charging at the second tier
23 off-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the
24 second off-peak rate.
25             Further, if there's a desire to tweak the
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 1 tier such that there's a larger differential, if we
 2 keep the second tier below the current first tier of
 3 8.8 cents, customers will definitely save as compared
 4 to their current rates.
 5             Option 2 treats all usage levels of
 6 customers equitably, and still provides significant
 7 savings opportunities for electric-vehicle owners who
 8 charge off peak.  And with regard to the Company's
 9 proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about
10 the extreme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to
11 6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak
12 prices.
13             Because of the price signals that this
14 very low rate during all off peak hours of the day
15 including weekends, during all off-peak hours of the
16 day, including weekends and holidays, electricity
17 would be billed at an extremely low rate.  In the case
18 of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.
19             These off-peak hours constitute 85 percent
20 of the summer hours, and 80 percent of the winter
21 hours.  This extremely cheap electricity could lead to
22 inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in
23 the long run could lead to costly system investments
24 and rate increases that could have been avoided.
25             In summary, Utah Clean Energy recommends
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 1 that the Commission reject the Company's Rate
 2 Option 2, and replace it with Utah Clean Energy's
 3 tiered Rate Option 2, as the two time-of-use rate
 4 options to implement and study during this time-of-use
 5 pilot program.
 6             We further recommend that the Commission
 7 order a compliance phase of this proceeding in order
 8 for the Company to verify that -- rates and bill
 9 impacts for Rate Option 2.
10             Finally, electric vehicles and
11 conservation can co-exist.  That is what we are trying
12 to test in this pilot.  If parties feel that the rate
13 options in our two tiers are too similar, we could
14 easily tweak those tiers in the compliance filing.
15             What we are trying to avoid in our
16 proposal -- in the compliance filing that we
17 recommended --
18             What we are trying to avoid in our
19 proposal is ratepayer impact, both by encouraging
20 electric-vehicle owners to shift charging to off-peak
21 periods and to also reducing load overall, both of
22 which put downward pressure on rates.
23             Thank you.  That concludes my testimony.
24             MS. HAYES:  Utah Clean Energy will first
25 move the admission of the direct, rebuttal, and
0085
 1 surrebuttal of testimony of Sarah Wright, then make
 2 her available for cross-examination.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.
 4             Mr. Solander.
 5             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.
 6
 7                  CROSS-EXAMINATION
 8 BY MR. SOLANDER:
 9      Q.     Could you turn to Page 9 of your
10 surrebuttal testimony?
11      A.     I'm there.
12      Q.     Thank you.
13             On Line 37 you're referencing the
14 off-peak --
15      A.     Wait, I must be -- oh.  I probably have
16 bad labels.  On 9 of my surrebuttal?
17      Q.     Yes, starting at Line 137.
18      A.     Okay.  I thought you used a different line
19 number.
20      Q.     You're referencing the off-peak rate of
21 3.4 cents, and you say,
22             "Such a low rate for the majority of
23             hours could lead to customer
24             decisions to invest in more
25             electricity-consuming devices and use
0086
 1             more electricity at economically
 2             inefficient and unsustainable
 3             levels"; is that right?
 4      A.     Yes, that's true.
 5      Q.     Does electricity a consumer uses in a
 6 month, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Company
 7 more to produce?
 8      A.     When we implemented tiered rates back in
 9 2001, we looked at a number of factors, including the
10 marginal cost of new resources; so if new resources
11 are added, then it does impact rates.
12      Q.     That's not what I asked.
13             I said:  Does the electricity a consumer
14 uses in a one-month period, after an arbitrary amount,
15 cost the Company more to produce?
16      A.     In the short-term, I can't speak to that.
17 It depends on if you have to go to the market and
18 what's happening with the market at that time.
19      Q.     But in fact, if the electricity is used
20 off peak, it would cost the Company significantly less
21 to produce, would it not?
22      A.     It would cost them less, then, yes.
23      Q.     Yes.  And that's regardless of how much
24 the customer has already used that month?
25      A.     In the short-term.  If markets are -- have
0087
 1 availability.
 2      Q.     Okay.  But isn't it true, then, that if
 3 the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the
 4 variable cost of energy as the Company proposes,
 5 right?
 6      A.     According to your worksheets.  I cannot --
 7 I can't speak to them.
 8      Q.     And would you agree, though, that off-peak
 9 consumption is not contributing to the need for
10 investment in new generation?
11      A.     Well, think back to our electric home rate
12 that we had years ago.  In the long run you encourage
13 people to build electric homes and offered them
14 cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.
15 So you have to think of short term and long term.
16      Q.     But isn't it true that if we're covering
17 the variable cost of energy, and off-peak consumption
18 is not contributing to the need for investment in new
19 generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is
20 not economically inefficient?
21      A.     So you can't say that if we build off-peak
22 load, that you won't have to build, invest -- make new
23 investments going forward, and that's what we're
24 trying to balance:  long-term and short-term costs.
25      Q.     Your proposal isn't based on cost-based
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 1 rate-making, principles, though, is it?
 2      A.     We used your worksheets and -- to develop
 3 cost, to meet your cost of service.  Maybe what you're
 4 saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you
 5 know, we used your worksheet to develop this proposal.
 6      Q.     Does tiered pricing have any basis in
 7 cost-rate-based rate making?
 8      A.     Well, we -- the idea is that you consider
 9 tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new
10 investments, and you balance that over time.
11             I remember I was on the stand in one case
12 where someone -- where it was --
13             If everyone used the lower amount of
14 energy, costs would be cheaper over the long run,
15 because you wouldn't have to build new investments.
16      Q.     So is that the same as a "No"?
17      A.     No, it isn't.  Ask me again and I'll try
18 to answer more clearly.
19      Q.     Your pricing proposal with the tiered
20 rates is not based on cost-based rate-making
21 principles, is it?
22      A.     I used your spreadsheet and balanced the
23 cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates
24 not based on cost-based principles?
25      Q.     Do you want me to put Mr. Meredith back on
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 1 the stand?
 2      A.     I mean I'm using your -- I can't answer
 3 that question.  I used your spreadsheets --
 4      Q.     Okay.
 5      A.     -- to calculate these rates --
 6      Q.     Let me ask you another question, then.
 7      A.     -- so that you collected your cost of
 8 service.
 9      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful if, using the
10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company -- wouldn't
11 it be useful to determine if usage was increased
12 during the off-peak period in order to determine if it
13 is economically inefficient?
14      A.     Please ask that again.
15      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful to test whether the
16 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company would result
17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to
18 determine if that usage is economically inefficient?
19      A.     I can't answer that question.
20      Q.     So in your testimony -- and I think in
21 your summary, you also stated that we're only layering
22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the customer
23 is already well accustomed with -- or accustomed to
24 and familiar with.  Is that a fair summary?
25      A.     Yes, on to tiered rates.  Not the exact
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 1 rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.
 2      Q.     Have you done any studies on how well
 3 customers are, quote, accustomed to and familiar with
 4 tiered pricing?
 5      A.     I'm not sure how much you could speak to
 6 that, but I know customers that understand that the
 7 more you use the more you pay.
 8      Q.     Have you presented any evidence that the
 9 average customer is aware how tier pricing affects
10 their bill?
11      A.     No, I have not.
12      Q.     Do you believe that any decrease in rates
13 is not in the public interest?
14      A.     No, I propose a decrease in rates.
15      Q.     If cost decrease or lowers in certain
16 periods, do you agree that those savings should be
17 passed on to customers?
18      A.     If you file a rate case.  If we are saving
19 money, then they would be passed on to customers.
20      Q.     On Page 12 of your testimony you state
21 that --
22      A.     On surrebuttal?
23      Q.     I'm sorry, yes.  Surrebuttal.  Line 182.
24      A.     Okay.
25      Q.     "EV owners will save money on a TOU
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 1             tiered rate if they charge off peak."
 2      A.     Yes.
 3      Q.     And is that comparing the savings to a gas
 4 vehicle?
 5      A.     To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.
 6      Q.     But they would not save as much when
 7 compared to the Company's proposed rates; is that
 8 correct?
 9      A.     A difference of four dollars.  You know,
10 electric-vehicle owners already know that they save
11 money with electricity as compared to gas, so yes,
12 there's a difference of four dollars.
13             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  That concludes
14 my questions.
15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter, anything?
16             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions.  Thank
17 you.
18             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.
19             MR. SNARR:  I have no questions.
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?
21             MR. MECHAM:  Nor do I.
22             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
23             MS. GARDNER:  Yes, we do have a few
24 questions for Ms. Wright.
25             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
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 1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION
 2 BY MS. GARDNER:
 3      Q.     Ms. Wright, do you agree that adding
 4 tiered rates to a time-of-use rate designed for this
 5 pilot has the effect of confusing customers?
 6      A.     I agree that it's -- it adds a new
 7 communication element that will be necessary, yes.
 8      Q.     And I believe you said in your testimony
 9 and today, that customers are used to tiered rates; is
10 that correct?
11      A.     Yes, we've had them since about 2001.
12      Q.     Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle
13 customers are not used to tiered rates plus
14 time-of-use rates?
15      A.     Yes.
16      Q.     And the idea of a time-of-use rate for
17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard from the
18 Company, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,
19 correct?
20      A.     Yes.  And if you're paying three or more
21 times more, I think that would, regardless if you have
22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.
23      Q.     But the idea of the time-of-use pilot is
24 to encourage this off-peak charging?
25      A.     Well, when you do rate design there's --
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 1 you're always balancing different objectives, and then
 2 you can look upon price principles.  One of them is
 3 conservation, so we looked at trying to balance all
 4 the principles for rate design, including
 5 conservation, and we think that having -- it will
 6 encourage people to charge off peak, and we'll be able
 7 to study not just the impacts of the tiered rate, but
 8 also communication.  How do you communicate that?
 9      Q.     Okay.  Let me try this another way:  Would
10 you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a
11 time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV
12 owners to charge during off-peak periods?
13      A.     Yes, I stated that.
14      Q.     Okay.  And because they pay less to use
15 energy --
16             Well, and the reason why they're charging
17 during these off-peak periods is because they're
18 actually charged less to do so during those times,
19 correct?
20      A.     Or dramatically more if they don't, yes.
21      Q.     But if they're charging off peak, they are
22 paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?
23      A.     Yes, that's correct.
24      Q.     Okay.  And this, in turn as we've heard
25 from the Company, helps the Company avoid or delay
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 1 costly investments and infrastructure over time,
 2 correct?
 3      A.     Yes.  Both conservation and shifting peak
 4 avoid avest- -- investments.
 5      Q.     But what we've heard from the Company
 6 today specifically, is that a time-of-use rate can
 7 help them avoid these costly investments by shifting
 8 use to off-peak times, correct?
 9      A.     Yes, I would agree.  That's one principle.
10      Q.     Okay.  And the idea of a tiered rate, as
11 you stated today on the stand, is that you actually
12 pay more for the energy you use, correct?
13      A.     Yes.
14      Q.     But under your proposal, even if an EV
15 owner is following the time-of-use guidelines as laid
16 out by the Company, they will in fact pay more, if
17 they hit your top tier, correct?
18      A.     Yes.  But they'll pay less than they
19 currently pay than -- under the current rates.
20      Q.     And when you say what they currently pay,
21 are you referring to the current tiered rates that we
22 have in place today for residential customers?
23      A.     Yes.  And they'll even pay less than the
24 first tier of our current rates.
25      Q.     Okay.  But under your proposed combination
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 1 rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have
 2 a time-of-use plus a tiered rate -- if an EV owner is
 3 following sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use
 4 pilot and they're actually charging off peak when
 5 energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they will
 6 pay more?
 7      A.     Yeah, they'll pay maybe four dollars more.
 8      Q.     Would you agree that that could possibly
 9 create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be
10 charging --
11      A.     No, I definitely would disagree.  I mean
12 they're saving significantly from a gasoline vehicle,
13 and I don't think that four dollars a month, if you're
14 saving $50 on gasoline, would discourage people from
15 an electric vehicle, no.
16      Q.     Do you feel at a minimum, though, it could
17 create confusing messages to an EV owner?
18      A.     No.  I mean it's pretty simple:  You pay
19 more when you charge on peak, and you save more, the
20 more you conserve in all hours.
21      Q.     Okay.  However -- I -- actually I'm still
22 having a hard time understanding how this creates a
23 very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant
24 about charging their car during off-peak hours and is
25 wanting to save money; because if they are in fact
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 1 using a lot of energy, under your tiered rate, it
 2 doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,
 3 correct; they'll still be dinged for that?
 4      A.     I don't call that a ding; I call that
 5 smart ratemaking.
 6      Q.     But do you agree that they'll pay more?
 7      A.     I have told you like six times they'll pay
 8 four dollars more.
 9      Q.     I appreciate your patience but this is all
10 a part of getting the answers correct for our record.
11      A.     Good, I'm glad.
12             MS. GARDNER:  I think with that, I think
13 I've clarified my questions and answers with
14 Ms. Wright.
15             I appreciate your time.  Thank you.
16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Gardner.
17             Anything else, Ms. Hayes?
18             MR. HALSO:  (By telephone)  This is Joe
19 Halso of the Sierra Club.  Can you hear me?
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.
21             MR. HALSO:  I have no questions for this
22 witness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any
23 during this hearing, but I did want to seize this
24 moment to make note that I'm present on the line and
25 outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
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 1 indulgence in letting me participate.
 2             HEARING OFFICER:  You're certainly welcome
 3 to be here, Mr. Halso.  So you wish to officially
 4 enter an appearance, then?
 5             Mr. Halso?
 6             MR. HALSO:  Can you hear me?
 7             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.
 8             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I do.  Also on behalf of
 9 the Sierra Club located at 1536 Wynkoop Street,
10 Suite 312 in Denver, Colorado 80202.
11             REPORTER:  Would you please spell your
12 name.
13             MR. HALSO:  Yes.  The first name is Joe,
14 J-o-e, and Halso, H-a-l-s-o.
15             HEARING OFFICER:  And Mr. Halso, we're
16 nearing the conclusion, I think, of testimony today,
17 and you haven't had an opportunity to examine any
18 witnesses.  I imagine there would be some rather
19 vigorous objection if we re-hash material, but we
20 should discuss it if there's a desire.
21             Are you comfortable with us proceeding
22 from this point forward without recalling any
23 witnesses?
24             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I am, your Honor.
25             I've been listening in since the outset
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 1 and found an opportunity to just jump in.  And the
 2 only thing I would offer is that I would be happy to
 3 make a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club with
 4 respect to the stipulation and partial settlement,
 5 which we did join, although I know that window has
 6 passed.
 7             But I don't have any questions for
 8 witnesses, and we do not have witnesses to offer
 9 today.
10             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,
11 Mr. Halso.
12             Ms. Hayes, I'm sorry.  Did you say there
13 was nothing else?
14             MS. HAYES:  Just a momentary redirect
15 if --
16             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
17             MS. HAYES:  -- that's all right.
18
19                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION
20 BY MS. HAYES:
21      Q.     Ms. Wright, you mentioned at one point
22 about balancing objectives and rate design, and
23 Mr. Solander asked some questions about energy costs.
24 Is cost causation the only rate-making principle?
25      A.     No, it is one of the rate-making
0099
 1 principles that you need to balance.
 2             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 4             Ms. Wright, I just have a couple.
 5
 6                     EXAMINATION
 7 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:
 8      Q.     So just to clarify, if I understand your
 9 testimony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary
10 that the -- pardon me, that UCE's primary concern with
11 respect to the Company's proposed Option 2 is that it
12 could create a situation where some customers could
13 enjoy a windfall?
14      A.     I would say our primary concern -- and if
15 you remember our direct testimony is that we want to
16 test tiered rates, and so that's very important.  And
17 I think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for customers
18 that can move their energy use off peak, I don't know
19 if it's a windfall, but they may make investments that
20 are not prudent, and if --
21             I don't know if you were here, but back in
22 2001 or before then, when we had incentives for
23 electric homes, people made investments based on a
24 rate structure that was not tenable for the long term.
25             And so we want to make sure that we're
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 1 sending signals to make smart decisions, not only
 2 today, but for the long term; and that's why we think
 3 the conservation principle needs to be balanced with
 4 the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric
 5 vehicles in charging off peak.
 6      Q.     Does the status of this proposal, as a
 7 pilot program that will presumably be limited in
 8 duration, alleviate your concerns at all?
 9      A.     Well, that's why we think we should be
10 testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program.
11 How do you message it?  What do you need to do?  Can
12 we see savings?  That's why it makes sense.
13             And some of the studies -- and Ms. Murray
14 mentioned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain
15 Institute Report suggests that we need to study
16 conservation signals in time-of-use rate pricing.
17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,
18 Ms. Wright.  I have nothing else.
19             MS. WRIGHT:  Thank you.
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes, no other
21 witnesses?
22             MS. HAYES:  No other witnesses.  Thank
23 you.
24             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
25             MS. GARDNER:  WRA calls Mr. Kenneth L.
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 1 Wilson to the stand.
 2             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Wilson, you're still
 3 under oath.
 4             MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.
 5
 6                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION
 7 BY MS. GARDNER:
 8      Q.     Mr. Wilson, have you prepared a brief
 9 summary of your testimony today?
10      A.     Yes.  Yes.
11      Q.     Will you please go ahead and provide that
12 summary to this Commission?
13      A.     Yes.  Thank you.
14             So electric vehicles are coming; they are
15 being slowly adopted now but we believe that this will
16 increase over time, and we encourage that.  We think
17 that's a very good idea for many many reasons that I
18 won't go into.  But as an engineer I'm concerned about
19 the impact that will have on the utility -- their
20 generation fleet, their distribution, their
21 transmission -- and that's why we really want to
22 encourage smart charging of these vehicles at off-peak
23 hours.
24             And this pilot is an excellent way to see
25 how customers will change their charging behavior
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 1 based on time-of-use rates.  And so we are very
 2 encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,
 3 and our sole objective is to make sure that the pilot
 4 comes up with results that are statistically
 5 significant, and can be used in future rate cases to
 6 inform the Commission about how they might want to
 7 design rates for everybody in the future.
 8             With that in mind, I won't -- I had some
 9 more preamble that I was going to do but I don't think
10 that I need to do that.
11             I think I'll focus on kind of the issue
12 that we're trying to grapple with here, which is
13 whether to go with what I call a clean time-of-use for
14 Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain
15 Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure
16 on to one of those options.
17             And I guess what I would like to say
18 primarily about that -- and I think Mr. Meredith in
19 his summary gave a pretty good explanation of his
20 concern -- but I wanted to say that I have been
21 involved in similar studies for almost 40 years.
22             I was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and
23 principally in the network performance group, and we
24 actually did a lot of studies that looked at how
25 customers reacted to various issues in the
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 1 telecommunications network -- and while it's not
 2 exactly the same as energy, the statistical properties
 3 of the study are very similar -- and I had Ph.D.
 4 statisticians working for me helping to design studies
 5 of various types.
 6             So my concern is that we come up with a
 7 very statistically-valid study.  And this type of
 8 study, to the best my knowledge, has not been done in
 9 any other state, so we really have a golden
10 opportunity, not only to show something to the whole
11 nation, but also specifically to see what happens in
12 Utah, when electric-vehicle owners have the
13 opportunity to use different rates.
14             And what we want is really to get some
15 results that we can make very valid conclusions
16 against, and you heard Mr. Meredith express his
17 concerns.
18             I was pointed to one section of my
19 surrebuttal to -- by the Division.  In that
20 surrebuttal I presented a graph that was in a Rocky
21 Mountain Institute study, and there are several things
22 that we can kind of see in that, and based on that
23 graph I said, "Well, maybe they'll address some
24 concerns."
25             We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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 1 bit and still get significant results, and I still
 2 think that's true.  Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would
 3 probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1
 4 will certainly get us to a point.
 5             The real issue here is that we need two
 6 points, so we can make some conclusions about if you
 7 drew a line between those points, where would it --
 8 what would it look like on a similar graph to the one
 9 that I presented?
10             And my concern is that if we only have one
11 clean time-of-use point to put on a graph, it's kind
12 of out in space.  We need a second point that is the
13 same except for the ratio, in order to really see
14 what's happening when we move to -- from what I call a
15 moderate 3-to-1 to a more aggressive 10-to-1, or
16 something a little smaller.  And I think that's very
17 important; otherwise I'm afraid we won't be able to
18 make as conclusive statements as we could with the
19 cleaner proposal.
20             The other issue I wanted to touch on is
21 the issue of confusion of customers.  And I recently
22 testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for
23 Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona
24 Public Service -- and there was a great deal of
25 concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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 1 projects -- but there was a tremendous amount of
 2 discussion about time-of-use rates, and there are some
 3 big pilots that have been going on there with
 4 time-of-use rates for some time, and no one was really
 5 advocating to layer on tiers into those time-of-use
 6 rates.
 7             And their concern was communication to the
 8 customer and the customer's understanding of what
 9 happens when you get multiple variables going on with
10 their bill.
11             And I think that's particularly important
12 with this pilot with customers who have new electric
13 vehicles.  We want them to use those vehicles without
14 having something in their head saying, "Oh, I know
15 that if I charge more and use it more, it will cost a
16 little more."  And that concerns me.
17             While I don't have absolute statistics to
18 back that up, it's got to be something of a
19 psychological issue to a customer.  They go in the
20 garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline
21 vehicle, "Which do I use?"  And if I know that it
22 costs a little more to charge more and use more with
23 the electric vehicle, that could impact what I do.
24             So I think the confusion issue is a big
25 one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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 1             When we get to a general rate case,
 2 eventually, here, I think then we will need to very
 3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these
 4 issues, and see what makes sense for all customers.
 5             I doubt that there will be any appetite
 6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,
 7 though that could happen.  But if someone could switch
 8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't
 9 want to create some gaming there.  And I'm afraid if
10 you had separate rate classes that could happen.
11             I think that -- I mean the idea of
12 time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting
13 one, and if we had more -- more money for this study,
14 I would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky
15 Mountain Power is proposing, and also have two sets of
16 customers that were on time-of-use with tiered rates.
17 Then we would get two sets for each of those types of
18 rates, and then we could do some very good
19 comparisons.
20             But given that we have limited funds and
21 we don't want to overspend the budget, I think it's
22 much more prudent to select one of those types of rate
23 structures and not try to mix and match.  I think if
24 we mix and match we will have problems when we try to
25 analyze this.
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 1             So I believe that's all I would say in
 2 summary.  Thank you.
 3      Q.     Mr. Wilson, I am going to ask you just one
 4 quick follow-up question.
 5             We have had two witnesses today,
 6 Ms. Murray with the Office and Ms. Wright with the
 7 Utah Clean Energy, reference your Attachment A to this
 8 most recent exhibit -- I believe it was WRA
 9 Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --
10 I'm sorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and
11 they mention that in that report that -- that there
12 are some concerns regarding potential conservation
13 impacts from time-of-use rates.
14             Ms. Wright says that -- suggests that we
15 need to better understand conservation price signals
16 included in these rates, and this is included in that
17 report.  Can you address the concerns that were raised
18 by both of these witnesses today?
19      A.     Yes.
20             I mean it is a very good question as to
21 how the best design rates for electric-vehicle
22 users -- and one day we may be going back to
23 advocating for heating with electricity instead of
24 natural gas, but without a larger study -- meaning
25 more -- more groups of customers on different rate
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 1 classes -- I just don't see how we can get at what we
 2 would need to get at to really understand how energy
 3 efficiency is impacted by different time-of-use-type
 4 rate structures.
 5             Further, Western Resource Advocates has
 6 been studying the issues of rate structures for
 7 several years, looking at time of use, looking at
 8 demand charges.  And while we know that the Regulatory
 9 Assistance Project has said that there is some
10 additional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving
11 energy from having time-of-use plus layering on a
12 tier, we're pretty convinced, at Western Resource
13 Advocates, that we will get a lot of energy efficiency
14 from simple time-of-use rates; that customers will
15 become very aware of when they're using energy, and
16 that that will cause them to reduce their overall
17 energy use.
18             And that's been the discussion in Arizona,
19 in these other cases, that you do get a lot of
20 savings.  Maybe eventually there are other ways to get
21 even more, but we think that simple is better, going
22 forward at this time.
23      Q.      Mr. Wilson, does that conclude the
24 summary of your position today?
25      A.     It does.
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 1      Q.     Do you have any other recommendations for
 2 the Commissions that are not included in your
 3 testimony?
 4      A.     I do not.
 5      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?
 6      A.     Yes.
 7             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.
 8             Mr. Wilson is available for cross.
 9             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?
10             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions, thank you.
11             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.
12             MR. JETTER:  Actually I do have a just a
13 few brief questions.
14
15                   CROSS-EXAMINATION
16 BY MR. JETTER:
17      Q.     And this was actually regarding the issue
18 that we had -- you had mentioned earlier, which is in
19 your surrebuttal testimony on Page 5.
20             There's a chart that is included from the
21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and I don't know if
22 you have that in front of you --
23      A.     I do.
24      Q.     Is your copy by chance in color?
25      A.     It is.
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 1      Q.     Okay.  So there's a combination of green
 2 and blue points on that chart, and as I understand
 3 that, is it correct that the blue points to the right
 4 are based on a modified time-based rate, which are --
 5 I think the report described it as supercritical
 6 high-load hours that typically fall between five and
 7 22 days per year?
 8      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.
 9      Q.     And kind of where I'm going with this
10 question is:  If we look on the chart down to the
11 10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much
12 exclusively into the territory of those sort of
13 critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard
14 time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the
15 clean time-of-use pricing, with that extreme of a
16 ratio; is that right?
17      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.  At least
18 from the date that that was used to create this chart.
19      Q.     Okay.  And if this chart is --
20             I guess what I'm kind of -- follow up with
21 that would be that it sounds like my understanding is
22 correct, and your recommendation would be that the
23 10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extreme end,
24 and somewhere more like 5-to-1 would be more
25 appropriate for the second option?
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 1      A.     Well, I think, as Mr. Meredith said, we
 2 want to keep the difference between the two options
 3 strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the
 4 difference in customer behavior.
 5             I think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be
 6 adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as
 7 you point out, that are not identical to what we're
 8 doing.
 9             In my surrebuttal I said that this chart
10 was not based on electric-vehicle time-of-use studies;
11 it was based on just general users.  So we don't
12 really know how the electric vehicle users will fall
13 on this chart, and as I said a few minutes ago, that's
14 why I'd like -- I'd love to see two points rather than
15 just one point.
16             And you've pointed out that there are --
17 there is another variable in this chart that makes it
18 a little less applicable to what we're actually doing,
19 and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from
20 critical peak pricing prices and other things.
21             But what I was really doing was using this
22 chart to kind of indicate:  How much of a difference
23 does it take in prices to get reaction from a
24 customer?  And I think that's more interesting than
25 when those prices were available.  It's just the --
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 1 the absolute difference in the prices.
 2             And so while you have certainly a valid
 3 point there, I was more interested in just the
 4 absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.
 5             And there are a lot of things happening
 6 with this curve.  I don't think Rocky Mountain
 7 Institute captured all of that in their -- their
 8 discussion, because you could -- if you throw out some
 9 of the points that are way off scale, I think you come
10 up with some different -- a little bit different
11 analysis than they did.
12             But maybe to summarize, I think it's a
13 reasonable kind of guide to look at.
14      Q.     Okay.  Well, thank you.
15             And following up just a little bit on
16 that, which is kind of what I'm kind of trying to
17 tease out, is that it seems, really, from that chart,
18 that other utilities that were studied here typically
19 don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and
20 10-to-1 is beyond, it looks like, anything that they
21 had come up with in their study.
22             Do you think it would be reasonable to
23 have a second time-of-use rate that is beyond the
24 limit of what would be reasonable, to try to actually
25 implement in an actual rate that's open to all
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 1 customers?
 2      A.     Well, this is not -- we're looking at a
 3 pilot, not a general rate case, and I'm sure that if
 4 this was a general rate case I would be analyzing this
 5 in a different way, and probably advocating
 6 differently.
 7             But given it's a pilot, I really keep
 8 going back to statistical significance.  We need a big
 9 enough differential that we actually get something
10 meaningful at the end of the study.  And it may be
11 that even at 3-to-1 customers really shift their
12 charging pattern, but it may not.  And it could be
13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not much
14 different from 4-to-1 or even 5-to-1.  That's why we
15 need a bit of a spread, and I think 6-to-1 would be
16 the smallest I would recommend for Option 2.
17             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all
18 the questions I had.
19             I appreciate your time.
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr?
21             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.
22                          *
23                   CROSS-EXAMINATION
24 BY MR. SNARR:
25      Q.     You indicated that certain aspects of the
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 1 time-of-use rate pilot study here in Utah provides
 2 opportunities for study that may not have been studied
 3 in other states; is that correct?
 4      A.     That's correct.
 5      Q.     Now, you also referenced this Rocky
 6 Mountain Institute paper where certain things have
 7 been studied in other states.  And indeed on
 8 Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures
 9 some of the information from other studies that have
10 been made, at least as it relates to incorporating
11 differentials and time-of-use rates; is that correct?
12      A.     Yes.
13      Q.     And you've referenced in your testimony
14 some of those conclusions, conclusions related to the
15 10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 ratio,
16 and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is
17 that right?
18      A.     That's correct.
19      Q.     So a study focused on different
20 differentials is basically repeating what you've
21 already got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain
22 Institute study; is that correct?
23      A.     Not with electric vehicles, no.  But with
24 studies that were not directed at just general energy
25 users, then this is a better guide.
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 1      Q.     Do you suspect that the conclusions
 2 reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with
 3 respect to users generally on time-of-use rates, would
 4 significantly differ from electric-vehicle users?
 5      A.     I don't know --
 6      Q.     Okay.
 7      A.     -- and that's what I would like to know.
 8      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that there's not been
 9 a study that you're aware of that compares a
10 time-of-use rate with another time-of-use rate having
11 tiered or inclining blocks?
12      A.     I think there has been some of that but I
13 haven't seen the data.  I've heard -- I mean I've
14 listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the
15 rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their
16 people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I
17 don't have access to that data offhand.
18      Q.     You were referencing studies to be
19 meaningful.  If we studied two different ideas or two
20 different points of information that were somewhat the
21 same, the study might not be effective because you
22 couldn't see the difference; is that right?
23      A.     That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you
24 would not get a statistically-significant difference
25 between the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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 1 points.
 2      Q.     But with respect to general usage and the
 3 information you provided here out of Page 28 of the
 4 Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate
 5 differential has been studied and somewhat has an
 6 answer as you've played out in your testimony; isn't
 7 that true?
 8      A.     Yes.  I mean the higher the differential
 9 in general, the more shifting of energy to off peak
10 from on peak.  Yes, I think we could conclude that.
11      Q.     So if we were to put forth a study
12 opportunity here in the state of Utah with its
13 electric-vehicle program where we were studying one
14 time-of-use rate involved -- which incorporates a
15 particular rate differential that seems to be the best
16 candidate, as you've recommended, out of the Rocky
17 Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a
18 time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide
19 a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these
20 two different concepts, and to see whether or not
21 there is a difference in how the two rates would
22 compare?
23      A.     No.  I disagree with that.  As I said, if
24 we could add two more groups of customers to this
25 study then we could do that, and I would be
0117
 1 comfortable -- very comfortable.  That would be a
 2 great study.
 3             But if we're limited to essentially three
 4 groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then I
 5 would disagree with that.
 6             I think it either has to be a clean
 7 time-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it
 8 has to be tiered plus time-of-use for both of them,
 9 which I don't find as valuable, because I -- I think
10 there's confusion between which of those variables is
11 really causing the shift.
12      Q.     With respect to confusion, you've studied
13 the surrebuttal of Utah Clean Energy witness Sarah
14 Wright; isn't that true?
15      A.     Yes.
16      Q.     And isn't it true that her current
17 proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:
18 one with tiers and one without?
19      A.     Yes.
20      Q.     And with respect to the one with tiers,
21 there would be four different energy rates stated for
22 service throughout the year; isn't that correct?
23      A.     Yes.
24      Q.     And isn't it true that the current -- that
25 the applicable residential rates includes tiers?
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 1      A.     Yes.
 2      Q.     And with respect to those tiers, isn't it
 3 true there's three different energy rates that apply
 4 during the summer?
 5      A.     Yes.
 6      Q.     And Rocky Mountain has not proposed any
 7 rate design features that would encourage conservation
 8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles
 9 were given special lower rates to encourage their
10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that
11 correct?
12             Do you want me to restate that?
13      A.     Please.
14      Q.     Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate
15 design features that would encourage conservation for
16 off-peak time periods where those with electric
17 vehicles are given special lower rates to charge their
18 vehicles; isn't that correct?
19      A.     Best of my knowledge, that's correct.
20      Q.     And if the TOU pilot program were to
21 include one rate option that included tiered or
22 inclining block rates, isn't it true that that would
23 allow the usage patterns to be studied more directly
24 as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak
25 periods would encourage habits that might be
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 1 inconsistent with energy conservation?
 2      A.     Well, as I said, if we had two more
 3 options it would be a great idea, but I think the mix
 4 and match, we're going to look at apples and oranges.
 5      Q.     But the mix and match, as you suggest,
 6 would remove any opportunity to observe the results as
 7 it relates to possible measures to encourage
 8 conservation; isn't that correct?
 9      A.     Well, we're going -- I wouldn't quite
10 dis- -- I wouldn't quite agree with that because we
11 will have a set of customers on the existing rates
12 which have the tiered rates, so we will get to see
13 what the difference is between those.  We wouldn't see
14 how time-of-use impacts that, but as I said, we just
15 don't have enough options to throw at that.
16      Q.     But if you have three rates -- one that's
17 got tiers over here, two that have time-of-use
18 opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't
19 changing one of those time-of-use rates to a tiered
20 option allow us to observe both -- both the possible
21 impacts of switching to a different lower rate
22 differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a
23 lower rate but also including the tiers.  Doesn't
24 three rates allow us to observe two different features
25 and study them?
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 1      A.     No.  Because I mean as you said, current
 2 rate actually has three different tiers, so that's
 3 different; and then we have one clean time-of-use and
 4 then a time-of-use with tiers.  And so we really have
 5 three different -- you've got apples, oranges, and
 6 pineapples or something.
 7             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.
 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham.
 9             MR. MECHAM:  No questions, thank you.
10             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?
11             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.
12             Good morning, Mr. Wilson.
13
14                   CROSS-EXAMINATION
15 BY MS. HAYES:
16      Q.     So I'm going to turn back to the -- your
17 graph on Page -- well, I guess it's the graph from the
18 RMI report on Page 5 of your testimony -- excuse me.
19             And you -- just to follow up on what
20 Mr. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the
21 green dots; is that correct?
22      A.     No, I was looking at the whole set.
23 Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's
24 kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of
25 how I was looking at them, just to see the spread of
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 1 peak to off peak and what that did to move customer
 2 behavior.
 3      Q.     Okay.  But in the current -- the proposals
 4 that -- that we're contemplating for this pilot
 5 program, we're really only -- only considering what in
 6 this report they would consider the time-of-use price
 7 only, is that correct, because we're not considering
 8 critical-peak pricing, peak-time rebates, or
 9 variable-peak pricing; is that correct?
10      A.     Correct as you ask it, but we are looking
11 at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --
12      Q.     Okay.
13      A.     -- which takes into account, in my view,
14 all of the dots.
15      Q.     Sure.  Okay.
16             Do you know how many of the studies
17 represented in any of these dots examined tiered
18 time-of-use rates?
19      A.     No, I don't know.
20      Q.     Okay.  Do you know how many of these
21 studies represented in the dots evaluated
22 technology-enabled devices?
23      A.     No.  I don't know that.
24      Q.     All right.
25             Let's talk about electric vehicles for a
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 1 minute.
 2             With an electric vehicle, you can program
 3 the car to begin charging at a set time; is that
 4 correct?
 5      A.     Yes, that's correct.
 6      Q.     And that's true -- that's true of the
 7 vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is
 8 that correct?
 9      A.     Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in
10 general.
11      Q.     Okay.  So in other words, the electric
12 vehicle is what's called a technology-enabled device;
13 is that correct?
14      A.     It is, though I know there are chargers
15 that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.
16      Q.     Sure.  Sure.  But the cars themselves are
17 technology-enabled devices?
18      A.     Well, certainly.  And to the best of my
19 knowledge, most or all of them do have the ability to
20 program your charging.
21      Q.     Yes.  Will you turn with me to Page 42 of
22 the RMI report?
23      A.     I actually don't have it here.
24      Q.     Oh.  I think it -- okay.  If it's -- if
25 it's all right, Ms. Wright has a copy --
0123
 1      A.     Sure.
 2      Q.     -- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.
 3             HEARING OFFICER:  Is that in the record
 4 somewhere, to which -- I can pull it up here --
 5 introduced with the surrebuttal?
 6             MS. GARDNER:  It's Attachment A to
 7 Exhibit WRA 4.0.
 8             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 9             MR. WILSON:  Excuse me.  Could you repeat
10 which page?
11             MS. HAYES:  Page 42.
12             MS. GARDNER:  Sorry --
13             MS. HAYES:  I'm looking at Page 42 of that
14 RMI report.
15             MR. WILSON:  Okay.
16      Q.     BY MS. HAYES:  So the graph on the left
17 which -- shows peak production for basic time-based
18 rates with and without enabling technology.
19             So the lighter blue shows time-of-use
20 rates along with technology-enabled devices.  So
21 looking at that graph, would you agree with me that
22 much higher savings -- for example, more than
23 double -- were achieved with technology-enabled
24 devices plus time-of-use rates, than with time-of-use
25 rates alone?
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 1      A.     Yes.  But looking at this again, the curve
 2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technology's
 3 curve, which means that it's actually more important
 4 to have a larger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling
 5 technology.
 6      Q.     But there are results that show that even
 7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there
 8 were significant savings, would you agree?
 9      A.     Oh, certainly.
10      Q.     All right.
11      A.     Certainly.  But there are even more
12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant amount,
13 like 50 percent or more.
14      Q.     Thank you.
15             So will you turn with me to Page 81 of the
16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.
17      A.     Yes.  I'm there.
18      Q.     Okay.  I'm not.  One moment.
19             Well, will you -- this Page 81 lists some
20 conclusory recommendations.  Would you -- would you
21 read those first two paragraphs.
22      A.     Into the record or --
23      Q.     Yes.
24      A.     -- to myself?
25             So the first two bullet points?
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 1      Q.     No, it's just that introductory paragraph
 2 and then that first bullet point.
 3      A.     Oh.
 4             Starting at "Going forward"?
 5      Q.     Let me see.  I -- I think so.  I think
 6 I've misplaced my Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going
 7 forward," exactly.  Thank you.
 8      A.     Okay.  So this is the research take-aways
 9 from this paper.
10             "Going forward there are significant
11             knowledge gaps related to both time
12             based and demand charge rates that
13             the industry and researchers should
14             address.  Specific topics that
15             emerged through this work include" --
16             and then I'll read the first one --
17      Q.     Uh-hm.
18      A.     -- "Evaluate rate impacts on total
19             energy consumption.  The majority of
20             studies that have considered
21             customers' behavior response to
22             alternative rates have evaluated the
23             impacts on customer peak reduction,
24             but very few evaluated the impacts on
25             total energy consumption.
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 1             Regardless of whether the intent of a
 2             time-based or demand-charge rate is
 3             to impact total energy consumption,
 4             this is a critical consideration and
 5             the rates' effect is important to
 6             understand."
 7      Q.     Thank you.
 8             So isn't Utah Clean Energy proposing to
 9 evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an evaluation
10 of total energy consumption, in addition to peak
11 shifting, relative to consumption of peak shifting
12 under a non-tiered rate option?
13      A.     Well, that's certainly the desire of Utah
14 Clean Energy --
15      Q.     Yes.
16      A.     -- and I just have the concerns I've
17 expressed earlier.
18             MS. HAYES:  Sure.
19             No further questions.
20             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.  I
21 just have one.
22                          *
23                     EXAMINATION
24 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:
25      Q.     Mr. Wilson, you suggested several times
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 1 that there would be value in comparing two points,
 2 correct?
 3      A.     Correct.
 4      Q.     So regardless of what ultimately happens
 5 with respect to Option 2, there will be value in
 6 comparing the control group against the customers who
 7 participate under Option 1; is that right?
 8      A.     Yes, there is some value to that.
 9      Q.     Could we do anything with respect to
10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of
11 those results?
12      A.     No.  I've thought about that, and I guess
13 to me, if we go with the Option 2 that has the tiered
14 rates, it just I think would lack meaning to me, and
15 it would just be unfortunate.  We would still have the
16 results as you said.
17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,
18 Mr. Wilson.
19             Ms. Gardner, anything else?
20             MS. GARDNER:  Just a few clarifying
21 questions.
22                          *
23                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION
24 BY MS. GARDNER:
25      Q.     We've heard a little bit today, both from
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 1 exhibits that were submitted in this -- in this
 2 docket, as well as live testimony regarding some
 3 research that has been done, not only by the Rocky
 4 Mountain Institute, but also by the Regulatory
 5 Assistance Project, correct?
 6      A.     Yes.
 7      Q.     And in both of those reports we understand
 8 that there's been at least one study that we've been
 9 made aware where they've looked at a combined
10 time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?
11             If I need to rephrase, let me know.
12      A.     Yes.  Yeah, please.
13      Q.     Okay.  So is it true that from the
14 Regulatory Assistance Project presentation, they do
15 provide some results from a case study where they
16 looked at a time-of-use plus tiered-rate design?
17      A.     Yes, I believe they have.
18      Q.     And it sounds like, based on the
19 questioning we just received from Utah Clean Energy,
20 that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there
21 is some value to be gleaned from looking at energy
22 consumption with -- with these rate designs --
23 correct?
24      A.     Oh, certainly, yes.
25      Q.     Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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 1 this data from the Rocky Mountain Institute was simply
 2 to show the different types of rate differentials that
 3 are used in time-of-use rate design; is that correct?
 4      A.     Yes, that's correct.
 5      Q.     And is it true that based on your opinion
 6 of those study results that you find that somewhere in
 7 the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate
 8 for this particular pilot?
 9      A.     Yes.  And you know, what -- if you had,
10 you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a
11 whole bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,
12 6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for
13 Utah.
14             And you could do the same with time-of-use
15 plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many
16 more options.  And of course as an engineer and
17 scientist, I'd love to see that, but I understand the
18 practical, you know, constrictions on that.  So you
19 know, I'm kind of -- I'm kind of advising to go with
20 the best case that we have.
21      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, isn't it true that the
22 Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did
23 not look at electric vehicle time-of-use pilots
24 specifically, right?
25      A.     To the best of my knowledge it didn't look
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 1 at any electric-vehicle pilot.
 2      Q.     So would you agree that this opportunity
 3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed
 4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the
 5 state of Utah, to compare the impacts of two different
 6 time-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how
 7 those rates will impact customer behavior?
 8      A.     Absolutely, for the reasons I've already
 9 stated.
10             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.  No
11 further questions.
12             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.
13 You're excused.
14             MR. WILSON:  Thank you.
15             MR. SNARR:  I have one additional
16 question, just a point of inquiry.
17             Is there anywhere in the filed testimony
18 of Mr. Wilson or others that's referencing this
19 Regulatory Assistance Project?
20             MS. HAYES:  It's the exhibit attached to
21 Ms. Wright's direct testimony.
22             MR. SNARR:  Okay.  Thank you.
23             MS. HAYES:  That was Sophie Hayes.
24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.
25             Anything else, Ms. Gardner?
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 1             MS. GARDNER:  Nothing further.  Thank you.
 2             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.
 3             Do any of the parties have anything else
 4 before we adjourn?
 5             Seeing no hands and hearing nothing, we
 6 are adjourned.  Thank you, everyone.
 7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.
 8     (The hearing was concluded at 11:40 a.m.)
 9                 *        *        *
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 3            I, Ariel Mumma, do certify that I am a
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		237						LN		8		25		false		         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my				false

		238						PG		9		0		false		page 9				false

		239						LN		9		1		false		          1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take				false

		240						LN		9		2		false		          2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,				false

		241						LN		9		3		false		          3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one				false

		242						LN		9		4		false		          4 has any objection, that's fine as well.				false

		243						LN		9		5		false		          5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.				false

		244						LN		9		6		false		          6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.				false

		245						LN		9		7		false		          7				false

		246						LN		9		8		false		          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		247						LN		9		9		false		          9 BY MR. SOLANDER:				false

		248						LN		9		10		false		         10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name				false

		249						LN		9		11		false		         11 for the record.				false

		250						LN		9		12		false		         12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,				false

		251						LN		9		13		false		         13 C-o-m-e-a-u.				false

		252						LN		9		14		false		         14      Q.     And what is your current position with				false

		253						LN		9		15		false		         15 Rocky Mountain Power?				false

		254						LN		9		16		false		         16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.				false

		255						LN		9		17		false		         17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,				false

		256						LN		9		18		false		         18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this				false

		257						LN		9		19		false		         19 proceeding?				false

		258						LN		9		20		false		         20      A.     I did.				false

		259						LN		9		21		false		         21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or				false

		260						LN		9		22		false		         22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you				false

		261						LN		9		23		false		         23 filed with that testimony?				false

		262						LN		9		24		false		         24      A.     I do not.				false

		263						LN		9		25		false		         25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions				false

		264						PG		10		0		false		page 10				false

		265						LN		10		1		false		          1 today, each of your answers would be the same?				false

		266						LN		10		2		false		          2      A.     That's correct.				false

		267						LN		10		3		false		          3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the				false

		268						LN		10		4		false		          4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and				false

		269						LN		10		5		false		          5 exhibits coming in.				false

		270						LN		10		6		false		          6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.				false

		271						LN		10		7		false		          7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.				false

		272						LN		10		8		false		          8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate				false

		273						LN		10		9		false		          9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the				false

		274						LN		10		10		false		         10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle				false

		275						LN		10		11		false		         11 Incentive Program?				false

		276						LN		10		12		false		         12      A.     I did.				false

		277						LN		10		13		false		         13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of				false

		278						LN		10		14		false		         14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and				false

		279						LN		10		15		false		         15 all of the parties?				false

		280						LN		10		16		false		         16      A.     I do.				false

		281						LN		10		17		false		         17      Q.     Please proceed.				false

		282						LN		10		18		false		         18      A.     Okay.  Well, on May 10th, 2016, the				false

		283						LN		10		19		false		         19 Company met with interested parties to provide				false

		284						LN		10		20		false		         20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in				false

		285						LN		10		21		false		         21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in				false

		286						LN		10		22		false		         22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.				false

		287						LN		10		23		false		         23             On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed				false

		288						LN		10		24		false		         24 an application to implement programs authorized by the				false

		289						LN		10		25		false		         25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,				false

		290						PG		11		0		false		page 11				false

		291						LN		11		1		false		          1 including a request for authorization of funding for a				false

		292						LN		11		2		false		          2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a				false

		293						LN		11		3		false		          3 proposal to start a series of working group				false

		294						LN		11		4		false		          4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the				false

		295						LN		11		5		false		          5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction				false

		296						LN		11		6		false		          6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.				false

		297						LN		11		7		false		          7             On January 31st, 2017, after holding				false

		298						LN		11		8		false		          8 several working group discussions, the company filed				false

		299						LN		11		9		false		          9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in				false

		300						LN		11		10		false		         10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,				false

		301						LN		11		11		false		         11 together with supporting testimony.				false

		302						LN		11		12		false		         12             The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle				false

		303						LN		11		13		false		         13 program offers incentives for participation and				false

		304						LN		11		14		false		         14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact				false

		305						LN		11		15		false		         15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom				false

		306						LN		11		16		false		         16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.				false

		307						LN		11		17		false		         17             The proposed time-of-use program offers				false

		308						LN		11		18		false		         18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of				false

		309						LN		11		19		false		         19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.				false

		310						LN		11		20		false		         20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)				false

		311						LN		11		21		false		         21 customers to participate in a load research study				false

		312						LN		11		22		false		         22 which will help the Company to better understand				false

		313						LN		11		23		false		         23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.				false

		314						LN		11		24		false		         24             On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties				false

		315						LN		11		25		false		         25 submitted direct testimony in response to the				false

		316						PG		12		0		false		page 12				false

		317						LN		12		1		false		          1 Company's supplemental application and proposed				false

		318						LN		12		2		false		          2 programs.  On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed				false

		319						LN		12		3		false		          3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed				false

		320						LN		12		4		false		          4 programs based on recommendations contained in				false

		321						LN		12		5		false		          5 intervening parties' direct testimony.				false

		322						LN		12		6		false		          6             On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a				false

		323						LN		12		7		false		          7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of				false

		324						LN		12		8		false		          8 Phase III issues.  Parties to the stipulation have				false

		325						LN		12		9		false		          9 agreed on all components of the plug-in				false

		326						LN		12		10		false		         10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as				false

		327						LN		12		11		false		         11 described in the stipulation, except for the				false

		328						LN		12		12		false		         12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time				false

		329						LN		12		13		false		         13 periods.				false

		330						LN		12		14		false		         14             The Company shall guarantee against an				false

		331						LN		12		15		false		         15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate				false

		332						LN		12		16		false		         16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.  If				false

		333						LN		12		17		false		         17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the				false

		334						LN		12		18		false		         18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what				false

		335						LN		12		19		false		         19 costs would have been for the same period under				false

		336						LN		12		20		false		         20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited				false

		337						LN		12		21		false		         21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the				false

		338						LN		12		22		false		         22 one-year commitment.				false

		339						LN		12		23		false		         23             The parties agree to the proposed maximum				false

		340						LN		12		24		false		         24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in				false

		341						LN		12		25		false		         25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and				false

		342						PG		13		0		false		page 13				false

		343						LN		13		1		false		          1 DC fast chargers.				false

		344						LN		13		2		false		          2             The Company agrees to meet with interested				false

		345						LN		13		3		false		          3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate				false

		346						LN		13		4		false		          4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate				false

		347						LN		13		5		false		          5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are				false

		348						LN		13		6		false		          6 warranted.  The Company will also provide a status				false

		349						LN		13		7		false		          7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of				false

		350						LN		13		8		false		          8 2018.				false

		351						LN		13		9		false		          9             The time-of-use load research study will				false

		352						LN		13		10		false		         10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they				false

		353						LN		13		11		false		         11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require				false

		354						LN		13		12		false		         12 participation for one year.				false

		355						LN		13		13		false		         13             The Company agrees to keep the load				false

		356						LN		13		14		false		         14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect				false

		357						LN		13		15		false		         15 data for study participants for the duration of the				false

		358						LN		13		16		false		         16 time-of-use program.				false

		359						LN		13		17		false		         17             The Company further agrees to meet with				false

		360						LN		13		18		false		         18 interested parties to review initial load research				false

		361						LN		13		19		false		         19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study				false

		362						LN		13		20		false		         20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,				false

		363						LN		13		21		false		         21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.				false

		364						LN		13		22		false		         22             The signing parties believe the				false

		365						LN		13		23		false		         23 stipulation is in the public interest, and				false

		366						LN		13		24		false		         24 respectfully request the Commission approve the				false

		367						LN		13		25		false		         25 stipulation as filed.				false

		368						PG		14		0		false		page 14				false

		369						LN		14		1		false		          1      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?				false

		370						LN		14		2		false		          2      A.     It does.				false

		371						LN		14		3		false		          3             MR. SOLANDER:  Mr. Comeau is available for				false

		372						LN		14		4		false		          4 questions from the parties.				false

		373						LN		14		5		false		          5             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the				false

		374						LN		14		6		false		          6 Division.				false

		375						LN		14		7		false		          7             MR. SNARR:  No questions from the Office.				false

		376						LN		14		8		false		          8             MR. MECHAM:  No questions.				false

		377						LN		14		9		false		          9             MS. HAYES:  No questions.				false

		378						LN		14		10		false		         10             MS. GARDNER:  And no questions.				false

		379						LN		14		11		false		         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Comeau.				false

		380						LN		14		12		false		         12             MR. COMEAU:  Thank you.				false

		381						LN		14		13		false		         13             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, does the				false

		382						LN		14		14		false		         14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the				false

		383						LN		14		15		false		         15 stipulation?				false

		384						LN		14		16		false		         16             MR. SOLANDER:  With respect to the				false

		385						LN		14		17		false		         17 stipulation, no.				false

		386						LN		14		18		false		         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.				false

		387						LN		14		19		false		         19             Mr Jetter?				false

		388						LN		14		20		false		         20             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.				false

		389						LN		14		21		false		         21             The Division would like to call and have				false

		390						LN		14		22		false		         22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.				false

		391						LN		14		23		false		         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.				false

		392						LN		14		24		false		         24             THE WITNESS:  Good morning.				false

		393						LN		14		25		false		         25                          *				false

		394						PG		15		0		false		page 15				false

		395						LN		15		1		false		          1                   ROBERT A. DAVIS,				false

		396						LN		15		2		false		          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		397						LN		15		3		false		          3        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		398						LN		15		4		false		          4				false

		399						LN		15		5		false		          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		400						LN		15		6		false		          6				false

		401						LN		15		7		false		          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		402						LN		15		8		false		          8 BY MR. JETTER:				false

		403						LN		15		9		false		          9      Q.     Mr. Davis, would you please state your				false

		404						LN		15		10		false		         10 name and occupation for the record.				false

		405						LN		15		11		false		         11      A.     My name is Robert A. Davis.  I'm a utility				false

		406						LN		15		12		false		         12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.				false

		407						LN		15		13		false		         13      Q.     Thank you.  And in the course of your				false

		408						LN		15		14		false		         14 appointment with the Division, have you had the				false

		409						LN		15		15		false		         15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled				false

		410						LN		15		16		false		         16 testimony of this docket?				false

		411						LN		15		17		false		         17      A.     I have.				false

		412						LN		15		18		false		         18      Q.     And have you also had an opportunity to				false

		413						LN		15		19		false		         19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial				false

		414						LN		15		20		false		         20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by				false

		415						LN		15		21		false		         21 the parties in this docket?				false

		416						LN		15		22		false		         22      A.     I have.				false

		417						LN		15		23		false		         23      Q.     And what is your opinion of the settlement				false

		418						LN		15		24		false		         24 and stipulation?				false

		419						LN		15		25		false		         25      A.     The parties reached a settlement on all				false

		420						PG		16		0		false		page 16				false

		421						LN		16		1		false		          1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods				false

		422						LN		16		2		false		          2 for the pilot.  The Division signed and supports the				false

		423						LN		16		3		false		          3 stipulation.				false

		424						LN		16		4		false		          4      Q.     And do you believe approval of the				false

		425						LN		16		5		false		          5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,				false

		426						LN		16		6		false		          6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?				false

		427						LN		16		7		false		          7      A.     I do.				false

		428						LN		16		8		false		          8             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.				false

		429						LN		16		9		false		          9             I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.				false

		430						LN		16		10		false		         10 He is available for cross-examination.				false

		431						LN		16		11		false		         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have				false

		432						LN		16		12		false		         12 questions for Mr. Davis?				false

		433						LN		16		13		false		         13             MR. MECHAM:  None.				false

		434						LN		16		14		false		         14             MR. SNARR:  None.				false

		435						LN		16		15		false		         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Jetter.				false

		436						LN		16		16		false		         16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.				false

		437						LN		16		17		false		         17             Mr. Snarr?				false

		438						LN		16		18		false		         18             MR. SNARR:  Yes, on behalf of the Office				false

		439						LN		16		19		false		         19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and				false

		440						LN		16		20		false		         20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all				false

		441						LN		16		21		false		         21 right.				false

		442						LN		16		22		false		         22            HEARING OFFICER:  Of course.				false

		443						LN		16		23		false		         23                          *				false

		444						LN		16		24		false		         24                          *				false

		445						LN		16		25		false		         25                          *				false

		446						PG		17		0		false		page 17				false

		447						LN		17		1		false		          1                    CHERYL MURRAY,				false

		448						LN		17		2		false		          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		449						LN		17		3		false		          3        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		450						LN		17		4		false		          4				false

		451						LN		17		5		false		          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		452						LN		17		6		false		          6				false

		453						LN		17		7		false		          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		454						LN		17		8		false		          8 BY MR. SNARR:				false

		455						LN		17		9		false		          9      Q.     Please state your name, business address,				false

		456						LN		17		10		false		         10 and for whom you work.				false

		457						LN		17		11		false		         11      A.     My name is Cheryl Murray.  My address is				false

		458						LN		17		12		false		         12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.  I work for the				false

		459						LN		17		13		false		         13 Office of Consumer Services.				false

		460						LN		17		14		false		         14      Q.     With respect to this case and this				false

		461						LN		17		15		false		         15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or				false

		462						LN		17		16		false		         16 testimony to be submitted?				false

		463						LN		17		17		false		         17      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		464						LN		17		18		false		         18      Q.     And did you submit direct testimony				false

		465						LN		17		19		false		         19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as				false

		466						LN		17		20		false		         20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages				false

		467						LN		17		21		false		         21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony				false

		468						LN		17		22		false		         22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?				false

		469						LN		17		23		false		         23      A.     Yes.				false

		470						LN		17		24		false		         24      Q.     Do you have any changes to your testimony				false

		471						LN		17		25		false		         25 at this time?				false

		472						PG		18		0		false		page 18				false

		473						LN		18		1		false		          1      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		474						LN		18		2		false		          2      Q.     With respect to direct testimony, could				false

		475						LN		18		3		false		          3 you tell us what changes have you made?				false

		476						LN		18		4		false		          4      A.     Certainly.				false

		477						LN		18		5		false		          5             Page 3 Line 49:  Change "two witnesses" to				false

		478						LN		18		6		false		          6 "one witness."  The corrected line should read, "The				false

		479						LN		18		7		false		          7 office has one witness in addition to myself."				false

		480						LN		18		8		false		          8             Page 3:  Strike Lines 50 through 52, which				false

		481						LN		18		9		false		          9 reads "1.  Mr. James Daniel will address the rate				false

		482						LN		18		10		false		         10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,				false

		483						LN		18		11		false		         11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."				false

		484						LN		18		12		false		         12             On that same page, Line 53:  Strike the				false

		485						LN		18		13		false		         13 number "2."				false

		486						LN		18		14		false		         14             On Page 15, Line 313:  Strike everything				false

		487						LN		18		15		false		         15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in				false

		488						LN		18		16		false		         16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to				false

		489						LN		18		17		false		         17 269.				false

		490						LN		18		18		false		         18             On Page 15, Line 314:  Capitalize the				false

		491						LN		18		19		false		         19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."				false

		492						LN		18		20		false		         20      Q.     Do you have any changes to your rebuttal				false

		493						LN		18		21		false		         21 testimony?				false

		494						LN		18		22		false		         22      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		495						LN		18		23		false		         23      Q.     Would you present them.				false

		496						LN		18		24		false		         24      A.     Yes.				false

		497						LN		18		25		false		         25             Page 8 Line 178:  Remove the word, "our,"				false

		498						PG		19		0		false		page 19				false

		499						LN		19		1		false		          1 and replace with the word "a."				false

		500						LN		19		2		false		          2             Page 14, Line 299:  Strike the words "as				false

		501						LN		19		3		false		          3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."				false

		502						LN		19		4		false		          4             Those are all my changes.				false

		503						LN		19		5		false		          5      Q.     Thank you.				false

		504						LN		19		6		false		          6             Do you have a statement in support of the				false

		505						LN		19		7		false		          7 settlement that has been referenced?				false

		506						LN		19		8		false		          8      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		507						LN		19		9		false		          9      Q.     Could you present that at this time?				false

		508						LN		19		10		false		         10      A.     Yes.				false

		509						LN		19		11		false		         11      Q.     Did you participate in the settlement				false

		510						LN		19		12		false		         12 discussions?				false

		511						LN		19		13		false		         13      A.     I did.				false

		512						LN		19		14		false		         14      Q.     Does the Office support the settlement as				false

		513						LN		19		15		false		         15 filed?				false

		514						LN		19		16		false		         16      A.     Yes, we do.				false

		515						LN		19		17		false		         17      Q.     Do you have some testimony to provide in				false

		516						LN		19		18		false		         18 support of that settlement?				false

		517						LN		19		19		false		         19      A.     Yes.				false

		518						LN		19		20		false		         20             In my direct testimony I recommended				false

		519						LN		19		21		false		         21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the				false

		520						LN		19		22		false		         22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.  Since				false

		521						LN		19		23		false		         23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,				false

		522						LN		19		24		false		         24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,				false

		523						LN		19		25		false		         25 and are included in the tariff attached to the				false

		524						PG		20		0		false		page 20				false

		525						LN		20		1		false		          1 stipulation.				false

		526						LN		20		2		false		          2             Some of the important tariff changes				false

		527						LN		20		3		false		          3 include the following:  As originally filed,				false

		528						LN		20		4		false		          4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for				false

		529						LN		20		5		false		          5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC				false

		530						LN		20		6		false		          6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that				false

		531						LN		20		7		false		          7 customers who received an incentive may be required to				false

		532						LN		20		8		false		          8 consent by charger usage status.				false

		533						LN		20		9		false		          9             In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation				false

		534						LN		20		10		false		         10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is				false

		535						LN		20		11		false		         11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an				false

		536						LN		20		12		false		         12 incentive.  A similar requirement now also exists for				false

		537						LN		20		13		false		         13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if				false

		538						LN		20		14		false		         14 applicable.				false

		539						LN		20		15		false		         15             In direct testimony the Office recommended				false

		540						LN		20		16		false		         16 that the Company should create a new tariff related				false

		541						LN		20		17		false		         17 specifically to load research study participants.  In				false

		542						LN		20		18		false		         18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the				false

		543						LN		20		19		false		         19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such				false

		544						LN		20		20		false		         20 a tariff.  In negotiations, the parties agreed to that				false

		545						LN		20		21		false		         21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are				false

		546						LN		20		22		false		         22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the				false

		547						LN		20		23		false		         23 stipulation.				false

		548						LN		20		24		false		         24             In addition to the tariff changes, the				false

		549						LN		20		25		false		         25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements				false

		550						PG		21		0		false		page 21				false

		551						LN		21		1		false		          1 important to the Office, such as the additional				false

		552						LN		21		2		false		          2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ				false

		553						LN		21		3		false		          3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding				false

		554						LN		21		4		false		          4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.				false

		555						LN		21		5		false		          5             In my direct testimony I suggested that				false

		556						LN		21		6		false		          6 additional technical conferences be required to				false

		557						LN		21		7		false		          7 provide specific information regarding outreach and				false

		558						LN		21		8		false		          8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's				false

		559						LN		21		9		false		          9 RFP.				false

		560						LN		21		10		false		         10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet				false

		561						LN		21		11		false		         11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office				false

		562						LN		21		12		false		         12 and others.  Although not set as a technical				false

		563						LN		21		13		false		         13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will				false

		564						LN		21		14		false		         14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we				false

		565						LN		21		15		false		         15 were seeking.				false

		566						LN		21		16		false		         16             I would also note that these meetings will				false

		567						LN		21		17		false		         17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to				false

		568						LN		21		18		false		         18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to				false

		569						LN		21		19		false		         19 address some of the issues raised by parties that				false

		570						LN		21		20		false		         20 could not be included in the subtle design of the				false

		571						LN		21		21		false		         21 program at this time.				false

		572						LN		21		22		false		         22             The design of the load research study is a				false

		573						LN		21		23		false		         23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was				false

		574						LN		21		24		false		         24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1				false

		575						LN		21		25		false		         25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide				false

		576						PG		22		0		false		page 22				false

		577						LN		22		1		false		          1 statistically significant information without further				false

		578						LN		22		2		false		          2 stratification by type of charger.				false

		579						LN		22		3		false		          3             The stipulation requires the residential				false

		580						LN		22		4		false		          4 load research participants will be required to have AC				false

		581						LN		22		5		false		          5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to				false

		582						LN		22		6		false		          6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our				false

		583						LN		22		7		false		          7 concern and eliminates the need for additional				false

		584						LN		22		8		false		          8 stratification.				false

		585						LN		22		9		false		          9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that				false

		586						LN		22		10		false		         10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and				false

		587						LN		22		11		false		         11 recommends that the Commission approve it.				false

		588						LN		22		12		false		         12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?				false

		589						LN		22		13		false		         13      A.     Yes.  It does.				false

		590						LN		22		14		false		         14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move				false

		591						LN		22		15		false		         15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.				false

		592						LN		22		16		false		         16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,				false

		593						LN		22		17		false		         17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted				false

		594						LN		22		18		false		         18 by Cheryl Murray.				false

		595						LN		22		19		false		         19             We also have the direct testimony of				false

		596						LN		22		20		false		         20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to				false

		597						LN		22		21		false		         21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony				false

		598						LN		22		22		false		         22 primarily is directed at the issues that were				false

		599						LN		22		23		false		         23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.				false

		600						LN		22		24		false		         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.				false

		601						LN		22		25		false		         25 They're admitted.				false

		602						PG		23		0		false		page 23				false

		603						LN		23		1		false		          1             Does any party have any cross-examination				false

		604						LN		23		2		false		          2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?				false

		605						LN		23		3		false		          3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?				false

		606						LN		23		4		false		          4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.				false

		607						LN		23		5		false		          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		608						LN		23		6		false		          6             Mr. Mecham.				false

		609						LN		23		7		false		          7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.				false

		610						LN		23		8		false		          8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis				false

		611						LN		23		9		false		          9 (appearing by phone).				false

		612						LN		23		10		false		         10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?				false

		613						LN		23		11		false		         11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm				false

		614						LN		23		12		false		         12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I				false

		615						LN		23		13		false		         13 hear you.				false

		616						LN		23		14		false		         14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that				false

		617						LN		23		15		false		         15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.				false

		618						LN		23		16		false		         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is				false

		619						LN		23		17		false		         17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.				false

		620						LN		23		18		false		         18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth				false

		621						LN		23		19		false		         19 today?				false

		622						LN		23		20		false		         20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?				false

		623						LN		23		21		false		         21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.				false

		624						LN		23		22		false		         22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the				false

		625						LN		23		23		false		         23 presiding officer.				false

		626						LN		23		24		false		         24                          *				false

		627						LN		23		25		false		         25                          *				false

		628						PG		24		0		false		page 24				false

		629						LN		24		1		false		          1                     JAMES ELLIS,				false

		630						LN		24		2		false		          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		631						LN		24		3		false		          3        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		632						LN		24		4		false		          4				false

		633						LN		24		5		false		          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		634						LN		24		6		false		          6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.				false

		635						LN		24		7		false		          7				false

		636						LN		24		8		false		          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		637						LN		24		9		false		          9 BY MR. MECHAM:				false

		638						LN		24		10		false		         10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your				false

		639						LN		24		11		false		         11 name and business address for the record, please.				false

		640						LN		24		12		false		         12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill				false

		641						LN		24		13		false		         13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.				false

		642						LN		24		14		false		         14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at				false

		643						LN		24		15		false		         15 ChargePoint?				false

		644						LN		24		16		false		         16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at				false

		645						LN		24		17		false		         17 ChargePoint.				false

		646						LN		24		18		false		         18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct				false

		647						LN		24		19		false		         19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this				false

		648						LN		24		20		false		         20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three				false

		649						LN		24		21		false		         21 pages dated May 16th of this year?				false

		650						LN		24		22		false		         22      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		651						LN		24		23		false		         23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions				false

		652						LN		24		24		false		         24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be				false

		653						LN		24		25		false		         25 the same today?				false

		654						PG		25		0		false		page 25				false

		655						LN		25		1		false		          1      A.     Yes, they are.				false

		656						LN		25		2		false		          2      Q.     Thank you.				false

		657						LN		25		3		false		          3             And does ChargePoint support the				false

		658						LN		25		4		false		          4 stipulation?				false

		659						LN		25		5		false		          5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.				false

		660						LN		25		6		false		          6      Q.     Thank you.				false

		661						LN		25		7		false		          7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of				false

		662						LN		25		8		false		          8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as				false

		663						LN		25		9		false		          9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.				false

		664						LN		25		10		false		         10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.				false

		665						LN		25		11		false		         11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.				false

		666						LN		25		12		false		         12             And if there are no questions for				false

		667						LN		25		13		false		         13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.				false

		668						LN		25		14		false		         14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any				false

		669						LN		25		15		false		         15 questions for Mr. Ellis?				false

		670						LN		25		16		false		         16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.				false

		671						LN		25		17		false		         17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.				false

		672						LN		25		18		false		         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.				false

		673						LN		25		19		false		         19 You're excused.				false

		674						LN		25		20		false		         20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --				false

		675						LN		25		21		false		         21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		676						LN		25		22		false		         22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.				false

		677						LN		25		23		false		         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to				false

		678						LN		25		24		false		         24 stay on the line?				false

		679						LN		25		25		false		         25             MR. SNARR:  No.				false

		680						PG		26		0		false		page 26				false

		681						LN		26		1		false		          1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.				false

		682						LN		26		2		false		          2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.				false

		683						LN		26		3		false		          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.				false

		684						LN		26		4		false		          4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the				false

		685						LN		26		5		false		          5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.				false

		686						LN		26		6		false		          6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to				false

		687						LN		26		7		false		          7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.				false

		688						LN		26		8		false		          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.				false

		689						LN		26		9		false		          9             Does any party have any questions for the				false

		690						LN		26		10		false		         10 witness?				false

		691						LN		26		11		false		         11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.				false

		692						LN		26		12		false		         12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy				false

		693						LN		26		13		false		         13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.				false

		694						LN		26		14		false		         14				false

		695						LN		26		15		false		         15                    KEVIN EMERSON,				false

		696						LN		26		16		false		         16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		697						LN		26		17		false		         17        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		698						LN		26		18		false		         18				false

		699						LN		26		19		false		         19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		700						LN		26		20		false		         20				false

		701						LN		26		21		false		         21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		702						LN		26		22		false		         22 BY MS. HAYES:				false

		703						LN		26		23		false		         23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.				false

		704						LN		26		24		false		         24             Will you please state your name and				false

		705						LN		26		25		false		         25 position for the record?				false

		706						PG		27		0		false		page 27				false

		707						LN		27		1		false		          1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the				false

		708						LN		27		2		false		          2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean				false

		709						LN		27		3		false		          3 Energy.				false

		710						LN		27		4		false		          4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat				false

		711						LN		27		5		false		          5 more slowly?				false

		712						LN		27		6		false		          6      A.     I'm glad to.				false

		713						LN		27		7		false		          7      Q.     Thank you.				false

		714						LN		27		8		false		          8             Did you file direct testimony in this				false

		715						LN		27		9		false		          9 docket on April 6th?				false

		716						LN		27		10		false		         10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related				false

		717						LN		27		11		false		         11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on				false

		718						LN		27		12		false		         12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest				false

		719						LN		27		13		false		         13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.				false

		720						LN		27		14		false		         14      Q.     And did you also participate in the				false

		721						LN		27		15		false		         15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement				false

		722						LN		27		16		false		         16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?				false

		723						LN		27		17		false		         17      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		724						LN		27		18		false		         18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared				false

		725						LN		27		19		false		         19 regarding that stipulation?				false

		726						LN		27		20		false		         20      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		727						LN		27		21		false		         21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement				false

		728						LN		27		22		false		         22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.				false

		729						LN		27		23		false		         23             Our main concern with regard to the				false

		730						LN		27		24		false		         24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was				false

		731						LN		27		25		false		         25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle				false

		732						PG		28		0		false		page 28				false

		733						LN		28		1		false		          1 charging.				false

		734						LN		28		2		false		          2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory				false

		735						LN		28		3		false		          3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at				false

		736						LN		28		4		false		          4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will				false

		737						LN		28		5		false		          5 largely take place at home and during the night, will				false

		738						LN		28		6		false		          6 have the least impact on the utility system.				false

		739						LN		28		7		false		          7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly				false

		740						LN		28		8		false		          8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and				false

		741						LN		28		9		false		          9 also in the interest of fairness for residential				false

		742						LN		28		10		false		         10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2				false

		743						LN		28		11		false		         11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and				false

		744						LN		28		12		false		         12 included in future years.				false

		745						LN		28		13		false		         13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and				false

		746						LN		28		14		false		         14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at				false

		747						LN		28		15		false		         15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the				false

		748						LN		28		16		false		         16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle				false

		749						LN		28		17		false		         17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,				false

		750						LN		28		18		false		         18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely				false

		751						LN		28		19		false		         19 needed for multi-family properties.				false

		752						LN		28		20		false		         20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2				false

		753						LN		28		21		false		         21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,				false

		754						LN		28		22		false		         22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,				false

		755						LN		28		23		false		         23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and				false

		756						LN		28		24		false		         24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure				false

		757						LN		28		25		false		         25 includes more explicit language indicating that				false

		758						PG		29		0		false		page 29				false

		759						LN		29		1		false		          1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives				false

		760						LN		29		2		false		          2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and				false

		761						LN		29		3		false		          3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the				false

		762						LN		29		4		false		          4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update				false

		763						LN		29		5		false		          5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and				false

		764						LN		29		6		false		          6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with				false

		765						LN		29		7		false		          7 interested parties after the first year of program				false

		766						LN		29		8		false		          8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for				false

		767						LN		29		9		false		          9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing				false

		768						LN		29		10		false		         10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.				false

		769						LN		29		11		false		         11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?				false
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		877						LN		33		15		false		         15             All right.  Then we'll proceed.				false
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		881						LN		33		19		false		         19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's				false

		882						LN		33		20		false		         20 proposed time-of-use programs.				false

		883						LN		33		21		false		         21				false

		884						LN		33		22		false		         22                   ROBERT M. MEREDITH,				false

		885						LN		33		23		false		         23     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		886						LN		33		24		false		         24        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		887						LN		33		25		false		         25                          *				false

		888						PG		34		0		false		page 34				false

		889						LN		34		1		false		          1            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		890						LN		34		2		false		          2            MR. SOLANDER:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.				false

		891						LN		34		3		false		          3             MR. MEREDITH:  Morning.				false

		892						LN		34		4		false		          4				false

		893						LN		34		5		false		          5                   DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		894						LN		34		6		false		          6 BY MR. SOLANDER:				false

		895						LN		34		7		false		          7      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name				false

		896						LN		34		8		false		          8 for the record.				false
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		1787						LN		68		15		false		         15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that				false

		1788						LN		68		16		false		         16 would take place.				false

		1789						LN		68		17		false		         17             So that was part of our consideration in				false

		1790						LN		68		18		false		         18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.				false

		1791						LN		68		19		false		         19      Q.     Thank you.				false

		1792						LN		68		20		false		         20             And with respect to any proposal to --				false

		1793						LN		68		21		false		         21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with				false

		1794						LN		68		22		false		         22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to				false

		1795						LN		68		23		false		         23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,				false

		1796						LN		68		24		false		         24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the				false

		1797						LN		68		25		false		         25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1				false

		1798						PG		69		0		false		page 69				false

		1799						LN		69		1		false		          1 ratio?				false

		1800						LN		69		2		false		          2      A.     Yes.				false

		1801						LN		69		3		false		          3             HEARING OFFICER:  I don't have anything				false

		1802						LN		69		4		false		          4 further.  Thank you, Mr. Davis.				false

		1803						LN		69		5		false		          5             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		1804						LN		69		6		false		          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.				false

		1805						LN		69		7		false		          7             MR. SNARR:  Yes.  We'd be happy to call				false

		1806						LN		69		8		false		          8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.				false

		1807						LN		69		9		false		          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Murray, you're still				false

		1808						LN		69		10		false		         10 under oath.				false

		1809						LN		69		11		false		         11             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.				false

		1810						LN		69		12		false		         12				false

		1811						LN		69		13		false		         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION				false

		1812						LN		69		14		false		         14 BY MR. SNARR:				false

		1813						LN		69		15		false		         15      Q.     You previously provided your name and				false

		1814						LN		69		16		false		         16 business address and described the testimony that was				false

		1815						LN		69		17		false		         17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that				false

		1816						LN		69		18		false		         18 correct?				false

		1817						LN		69		19		false		         19      A.     Yes.				false

		1818						LN		69		20		false		         20      Q.     Have you prepared a summary of your				false

		1819						LN		69		21		false		         21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are				false

		1820						LN		69		22		false		         22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?				false

		1821						LN		69		23		false		         23      A.     Yes, I have.				false

		1822						LN		69		24		false		         24      Q.     Would you present that summary at this				false

		1823						LN		69		25		false		         25 time?				false

		1824						PG		70		0		false		page 70				false

		1825						LN		70		1		false		          1      A.     Yes.				false

		1826						LN		70		2		false		          2             The settlement stipulation resolved the				false

		1827						LN		70		3		false		          3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to				false

		1828						LN		70		4		false		          4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the				false

		1829						LN		70		5		false		          5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off				false

		1830						LN		70		6		false		          6 peak.  However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony				false

		1831						LN		70		7		false		          7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences				false

		1832						LN		70		8		false		          8 have been narrowed even further.				false

		1833						LN		70		9		false		          9             For purposes of the pilot study it appears				false

		1834						LN		70		10		false		         10 that all parties now support the Company's definition				false

		1835						LN		70		11		false		         11 of on- and off-peak time periods.  It also appears				false

		1836						LN		70		12		false		         12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU				false

		1837						LN		70		13		false		         13 Rate Option 1.  As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only				false

		1838						LN		70		14		false		         14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate				false

		1839						LN		70		15		false		         15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing				false

		1840						LN		70		16		false		         16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed				false

		1841						LN		70		17		false		         17 TOU Rate Option 1.				false

		1842						LN		70		18		false		         18             As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,				false

		1843						LN		70		19		false		         19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU				false

		1844						LN		70		20		false		         20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and				false

		1845						LN		70		21		false		         21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate				false

		1846						LN		70		22		false		         22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both				false

		1847						LN		70		23		false		         23 on-peak and off-peak rates.				false

		1848						LN		70		24		false		         24             The Office believes the following				false

		1849						LN		70		25		false		         25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the				false

		1850						PG		71		0		false		page 71				false

		1851						LN		71		1		false		          1 Rate Option 2 design:  maintain approximately the same				false

		1852						LN		71		2		false		          2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both				false

		1853						LN		71		3		false		          3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary				false

		1854						LN		71		4		false		          4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied				false

		1855						LN		71		5		false		          5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes				false

		1856						LN		71		6		false		          6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference				false

		1857						LN		71		7		false		          7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,				false

		1858						LN		71		8		false		          8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would				false

		1859						LN		71		9		false		          9 still be collected; design an appropriate break				false

		1860						LN		71		10		false		         10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate				false

		1861						LN		71		11		false		         11 design differential.				false

		1862						LN		71		12		false		         12             Tiers should be developed in the context				false

		1863						LN		71		13		false		         13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700				false

		1864						LN		71		14		false		         14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the				false

		1865						LN		71		15		false		         15 additional consumption associated with electric				false

		1866						LN		71		16		false		         16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.				false

		1867						LN		71		17		false		         17             The Office has reviewed the specific				false

		1868						LN		71		18		false		         18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in				false

		1869						LN		71		19		false		         19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria				false

		1870						LN		71		20		false		         20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design				false

		1871						LN		71		21		false		         21 for TOU Rate Option 2.				false

		1872						LN		71		22		false		         22             In our surrebuttal testimony the Office				false

		1873						LN		71		23		false		         23 recommended that the Commission order a short				false

		1874						LN		71		24		false		         24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would				false

		1875						LN		71		25		false		         25 require the Company to submit specific rates that				false

		1876						PG		72		0		false		page 72				false

		1877						LN		72		1		false		          1 would comply with the concept the Commission				false

		1878						LN		72		2		false		          2 determines are in the public interest.				false

		1879						LN		72		3		false		          3             If the Commission accepts Utah Clean				false

		1880						LN		72		4		false		          4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend				false

		1881						LN		72		5		false		          5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the				false

		1882						LN		72		6		false		          6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to				false

		1883						LN		72		7		false		          7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts				false

		1884						LN		72		8		false		          8 can be verified.				false

		1885						LN		72		9		false		          9             The Commission should also allow comments				false

		1886						LN		72		10		false		         10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so				false

		1887						LN		72		11		false		         11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the				false

		1888						LN		72		12		false		         12 Commission's objectives.				false

		1889						LN		72		13		false		         13      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?				false

		1890						LN		72		14		false		         14      A.     It does.				false

		1891						LN		72		15		false		         15             MR. SNARR:  We would tender Ms. Murray for				false

		1892						LN		72		16		false		         16 cross-examination.				false

		1893						LN		72		17		false		         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?				false

		1894						LN		72		18		false		         18             MR. SOLANDER:  Nothing.				false

		1895						LN		72		19		false		         19             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter?				false

		1896						LN		72		20		false		         20             MR. JETTER:  No questions.				false

		1897						LN		72		21		false		         21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?				false

		1898						LN		72		22		false		         22             MR. MECHAM:  Nothing, thank you.				false

		1899						LN		72		23		false		         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes.				false

		1900						LN		72		24		false		         24             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.				false

		1901						LN		72		25		false		         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.				false

		1902						PG		73		0		false		page 73				false

		1903						LN		73		1		false		          1             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.				false

		1904						LN		73		2		false		          2				false

		1905						LN		73		3		false		          3                     EXAMINATION				false

		1906						LN		73		4		false		          4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:				false

		1907						LN		73		5		false		          5      Q.     Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:				false

		1908						LN		73		6		false		          6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all				false

		1909						LN		73		7		false		          7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission				false

		1910						LN		73		8		false		          8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?				false

		1911						LN		73		9		false		          9      A.     Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.				false

		1912						LN		73		10		false		         10      Q.     Regarding the rates.				false

		1913						LN		73		11		false		         11             So specifically -- on board with the				false

		1914						LN		73		12		false		         12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,				false

		1915						LN		73		13		false		         13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's				false

		1916						LN		73		14		false		         14 proposal with respect to Option 2?				false

		1917						LN		73		15		false		         15      A.     That's correct.				false

		1918						LN		73		16		false		         16      Q.     Okay.  And do you have anything you would				false

		1919						LN		73		17		false		         17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern				false

		1920						LN		73		18		false		         18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the				false

		1921						LN		73		19		false		         19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the				false

		1922						LN		73		20		false		         20 study?				false

		1923						LN		73		21		false		         21      A.     Well, we think it is reasonable to have				false

		1924						LN		73		22		false		         22 those two options available.  I would note in -- and I				false

		1925						LN		73		23		false		         23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we				false

		1926						LN		73		24		false		         24 will be able to observe what effect it has on				false

		1927						LN		73		25		false		         25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute				false

		1928						PG		74		0		false		page 74				false

		1929						LN		74		1		false		          1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on				false

		1930						LN		74		2		false		          2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.				false

		1931						LN		74		3		false		          3             And so we think that tiers within it would				false

		1932						LN		74		4		false		          4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those				false

		1933						LN		74		5		false		          5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing				false

		1934						LN		74		6		false		          6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to				false

		1935						LN		74		7		false		          7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.				false

		1936						LN		74		8		false		          8      Q.     And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some				false

		1937						LN		74		9		false		          9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the				false

		1938						LN		74		10		false		         10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock				false

		1939						LN		74		11		false		         11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until				false

		1940						LN		74		12		false		         12 the end of the year.  Does the Office care to comment				false

		1941						LN		74		13		false		         13 with respect to that observation?				false

		1942						LN		74		14		false		         14      A.     Well -- (Pause)				false

		1943						LN		74		15		false		         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Ready?  Go ahead,				false

		1944						LN		74		16		false		         16 Ms. Murray.				false

		1945						LN		74		17		false		         17             MS. MURRAY:  I guess I would have two				false

		1946						LN		74		18		false		         18 observations regarding that.  First, in the				false

		1947						LN		74		19		false		         19 available-to-select group -- so people who are				false

		1948						LN		74		20		false		         20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one				false

		1949						LN		74		21		false		         21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's				false

		1950						LN		74		22		false		         22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity				false

		1951						LN		74		23		false		         23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the				false

		1952						LN		74		24		false		         24 randomly-assigned group where the load research				false

		1953						LN		74		25		false		         25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they				false

		1954						PG		75		0		false		page 75				false

		1955						LN		75		1		false		          1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate				false

		1956						LN		75		2		false		          2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would				false

		1957						LN		75		3		false		          3 be under Residential Schedule 1.  However, month by				false

		1958						LN		75		4		false		          4 month they would see that sticker shock.				false

		1959						LN		75		5		false		          5             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  I have				false

		1960						LN		75		6		false		          6 nothing else.  Thank you, Ms. Murray.				false

		1961						LN		75		7		false		          7             Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to				false

		1962						LN		75		8		false		          8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III				false

		1963						LN		75		9		false		          9 hearing?				false

		1964						LN		75		10		false		         10             MR. MECHAM:  I do not.  Thank you.				false

		1965						LN		75		11		false		         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		1966						LN		75		12		false		         12             Ms. Hayes.				false

		1967						LN		75		13		false		         13             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy				false

		1968						LN		75		14		false		         14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could				false

		1969						LN		75		15		false		         15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,				false

		1970						LN		75		16		false		         16 and --				false

		1971						LN		75		17		false		         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Two things:  Mr. Snarr,				false

		1972						LN		75		18		false		         18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed				false

		1973						LN		75		19		false		         19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the				false

		1974						LN		75		20		false		         20 opportunity to call him or her.				false

		1975						LN		75		21		false		         21             MR. SNARR:  We have no other witnesses				false

		1976						LN		75		22		false		         22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect				false

		1977						LN		75		23		false		         23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I				false

		1978						LN		75		24		false		         24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.				false

		1979						LN		75		25		false		         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Does				false

		1980						PG		76		0		false		page 76				false

		1981						LN		76		1		false		          1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?				false

		1982						LN		76		2		false		          2             Okay.  We'll be in recess until 10:30.				false

		1983						LN		76		3		false		          3 Thanks.				false

		1984						LN		76		4		false		          4            (There was a break taken.)				false

		1985						LN		76		5		false		          5             HEARING OFFICER:  We're back on the				false

		1986						LN		76		6		false		          6 record.  Ms. Hayes.				false

		1987						LN		76		7		false		          7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.				false

		1988						LN		76		8		false		          8             Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah				false

		1989						LN		76		9		false		          9 Wright.  And she will need to be sworn.				false

		1990						LN		76		10		false		         10				false

		1991						LN		76		11		false		         11                     SARAH WRIGHT,				false

		1992						LN		76		12		false		         12     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,				false

		1993						LN		76		13		false		         13        was examined and testified as follows:				false

		1994						LN		76		14		false		         14				false

		1995						LN		76		15		false		         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.				false

		1996						LN		76		16		false		         16				false

		1997						LN		76		17		false		         17                     EXAMINATION				false

		1998						LN		76		18		false		         18 BY MS. HAYES:				false

		1999						LN		76		19		false		         19      Q.     Ms. Wright, please state your name and				false

		2000						LN		76		20		false		         20 title for the record.				false

		2001						LN		76		21		false		         21      A.     My name is Sarah Wright.  I'm the				false

		2002						LN		76		22		false		         22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.				false

		2003						LN		76		23		false		         23      Q.     In Phase III of this docket, did you file				false

		2004						LN		76		24		false		         24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,				false

		2005						LN		76		25		false		         25 2017?				false

		2006						PG		77		0		false		page 77				false

		2007						LN		77		1		false		          1      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		2008						LN		77		2		false		          2      Q.     And did you file rebuttal testimony on				false

		2009						LN		77		3		false		          3 April 27th, 2017?				false

		2010						LN		77		4		false		          4      A.     Yes.				false

		2011						LN		77		5		false		          5      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony on				false

		2012						LN		77		6		false		          6 May 16th, 2017?				false

		2013						LN		77		7		false		          7      A.     Yes, I did.				false

		2014						LN		77		8		false		          8      Q.     Do you have any corrections to make to any				false

		2015						LN		77		9		false		          9 of your testimony?				false

		2016						LN		77		10		false		         10      A.     Yes, I do.				false

		2017						LN		77		11		false		         11      Q.     Go ahead.				false

		2018						LN		77		12		false		         12      A.     The first correction that I would like to				false

		2019						LN		77		13		false		         13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.  It is mislabeled as				false

		2020						LN		77		14		false		         14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page				false

		2021						LN		77		15		false		         15 headers.  These should be corrected to read				false

		2022						LN		77		16		false		         16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."				false

		2023						LN		77		17		false		         17             Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal				false

		2024						LN		77		18		false		         18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled				false

		2025						LN		77		19		false		         19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.				false

		2026						LN		77		20		false		         20             Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my				false

		2027						LN		77		21		false		         21 surrebuttal testimony.  At Line 110, the Number 4				false

		2028						LN		77		22		false		         22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.  The sentence				false

		2029						LN		77		23		false		         23 should read,				false

		2030						LN		77		24		false		         24             "The differential between the second				false

		2031						LN		77		25		false		         25             on-peak tier and the first off-peak				false

		2032						PG		78		0		false		page 78				false

		2033						LN		78		1		false		          1             tier is 3.7 to one."				false

		2034						LN		78		2		false		          2      Q.     Do you have any other corrections to make?				false

		2035						LN		78		3		false		          3      A.     No.				false

		2036						LN		78		4		false		          4      Q.     So if I ask you the same questions as set				false

		2037						LN		78		5		false		          5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the				false

		2038						LN		78		6		false		          6 same?				false

		2039						LN		78		7		false		          7      A.     Yes, they would.				false

		2040						LN		78		8		false		          8      Q.     Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his				false

		2041						LN		78		9		false		          9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of				false

		2042						LN		78		10		false		         10 parties' positions.  Given that positions have been				false
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          1                 May 23, 2017; 9:00 a.m.

          2                  P R O C E E D I N G S

          3

          4             HEARING OFFICER:  Let's go on the record,

          5 please.

          6             Good morning, everyone.  This is the time

          7 and place noticed for a hearing, a Phase III hearing

          8 "In the Matter of the Application of Rocky Mountain

          9 Power to Implement Programs Authorized By the

         10 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan,"

         11 Commission Docket Number 16-035-36.

         12             My name is Michael Hammer, and I am the

         13 Commission's designated presiding officer for this

         14 hearing.  Let's go ahead and take appearances, please.

         15             MR. JETTER:  And what -- I'm Justin Jetter

         16 with the Utah Attorney General's Office.  I'm here

         17 today representing the Utah Division of Public

         18 Utilities, and with me at counsel table is the

         19 witness, Robert A. Davis.

         20             MR. SNARR:  Good morning.  My name is

         21 Steven Snarr.  I'm assistant attorney general

         22 representing the Office of Consumer Services.  With me

         23 at the table is Cheryl Murray, one of the witnesses

         24 for the Office, and we also have available Jason

         25 Thomas on the telephone, who is one of our witnesses
�
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          1 who will be participating telephonically with us to

          2 the extent that may be necessary.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          4             MR. MECHAM:  Steve Mecham representing

          5 ChargePoint, Inc., and our witness, Mr. James Ellis,

          6 will be participating by telephone.

          7             MS. HAYES:  Good morning.  Sophie Hayes on

          8 behalf of Utah Clean Energy.  With me at counsel table

          9 is Miss Sarah Wright, who is one of our witnesses, and

         10 also appearing will be Mr. Kevin Emerson, who will be

         11 making a statement in support of the stipulation.

         12             MS. GARDNER:  Good morning.  Jennifer

         13 Gardner representing Western Resource Advocates, and

         14 with me at the counsel table is Kenneth L. Wilson, who

         15 is our witness in this case of the docket.  Thank you.

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  In terms of the

         17 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

         18 start with --

         19             MS. HAYES:  Excuse me, Mr. Hammer.  I was

         20 under the impression that Mr. Joe Halso might also be

         21 appearing via the phone.  Did he make an appearance?

         22             THE CLERK:  No.

         23             HEARING OFFICER:  No.

         24             MS. HAYES:  Okay.

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And in terms of the
�
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          1 order of the presentation of evidence, I thought we'd

          2 start with the Company since it's the Company's

          3 application.  My instinct would be to then proceed

          4 with the Division and the Office, and then turn to the

          5 Intervenors.  I don't know if you have a preference as

          6 to who goes first among the Intervenors --

          7             MR. JETTER:  One thing some of the parties

          8 had discussed, Mr. Hammer, was maybe doing testimony

          9 in support of the stipulation first, from all

         10 parties --

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

         12             MR. JETTER:  -- so the company would go,

         13 and the Division, and so on; and then after that is

         14 concluded, then moving on to the time-of-use rates

         15 portion.

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  That's fine with me.

         17 We'll still need to decide who goes first among the

         18 Intervenors.

         19             Mr. Mecham, are you comfortable going

         20 first?

         21             MR. MECHAM:  I'm fine.  We're really just

         22 presenting the testimony and putting it on the record,

         23 and supporting the stipulation.

         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  And then we'll

         25 proceed to Ms. Hayes and Ms. Gardner?
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          1             Okay.

          2             And do we anticipate there will be

          3 cross-examination?  I think there will likely be on

          4 the time-of-use portion, no?

          5             MR. SOLANDER:  It's probable, yes.

          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  So it's best --

          7 probably at least for that portion, we'll let the

          8 witnesses take the witness stand.

          9             I'll allow counsel to decide whether you

         10 want your witnesses to take the stand when we testify

         11 as to the stipulation.

         12             Anything else before we begin?

         13             All right.  Mr. Solander, please call your

         14 first witness.

         15             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Rocky Mountain

         16 Power calls William Comeau in support of the

         17 stipulation, and also he'll be testifying regarding

         18 the Company's proposed Electric Vehicle Time-of-Use

         19 Program that led up to the stipulation.

         20

         21                   WILLIAM COMEAU,

         22     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

         23        was examined and testified as follows:

         24

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  And I'm sorry, my
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          1 instructions weren't clear.  You're welcome to take

          2 the stand, if you like, but during this portion,

          3 first, if you'd prefer to stay seated and if no one

          4 has any objection, that's fine as well.

          5             Go ahead, Mr. Solander.

          6             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

          7

          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

          9 BY MR. SOLANDER:

         10      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name

         11 for the record.

         12      A.     William Comeau, W-i-l-l-i-a-m,

         13 C-o-m-e-a-u.

         14      Q.     And what is your current position with

         15 Rocky Mountain Power?

         16      A.     I'm the director of customer solutions.

         17      Q.     And as the director of customer solutions,

         18 did you file direct testimony in Phase III of this

         19 proceeding?

         20      A.     I did.

         21      Q.     And do you have any corrections or

         22 additions to your testimony, or the exhibits that you

         23 filed with that testimony?

         24      A.     I do not.

         25      Q.     So if I asked you those same questions
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          1 today, each of your answers would be the same?

          2      A.     That's correct.

          3             MR. SOLANDER:  I'd move at this time the

          4 admission of Mr. Comeau's direct testimony and

          5 exhibits coming in.

          6             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

          7             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

          8      Q.     And Mr. Comeau, did you also participate

          9 with all the other parties in the negotiation of the

         10 stipulation regarding the Company's Electric Vehicle

         11 Incentive Program?

         12      A.     I did.

         13      Q.     And do you have a statement in support of

         14 the stipulation that was agreed to by the Company and

         15 all of the parties?

         16      A.     I do.

         17      Q.     Please proceed.

         18      A.     Okay.  Well, on May 10th, 2016, the

         19 Company met with interested parties to provide

         20 background information on electric-vehicle adoption in

         21 Utah, and discussed concepts for consideration in

         22 developing a plug-in electric-vehicle program.

         23             On September 12th, 2016, the Company filed

         24 an application to implement programs authorized by the

         25 Sustainable Transportation and Energy Plan Act,
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          1 including a request for authorization of funding for a

          2 plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program, and a

          3 proposal to start a series of working group

          4 discussions with interested parties to advise on the

          5 development of a time-of-use program in conjunction

          6 with the plug-in Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

          7             On January 31st, 2017, after holding

          8 several working group discussions, the company filed

          9 its supplemental application to implement plug-in

         10 electric-vehicle incentives and time-of-use programs,

         11 together with supporting testimony.

         12             The proposed plug-in electric-vehicle

         13 program offers incentives for participation and

         14 time-of-use rates, non-residential, and low-impact

         15 family AC Level 2, and DC fast chargers, and a custom

         16 offering for grant-based projects and partnerships.

         17             The proposed time-of-use program offers

         18 customers with plug-in electric vehicles the choice of

         19 different rate options that promote off-peak charging.

         20 The time-of-use program also incentivizes (sic)

         21 customers to participate in a load research study

         22 which will help the Company to better understand

         23 charging behaviors for plug-in electric vehicles.

         24             On April 6th, 2017, intervening parties

         25 submitted direct testimony in response to the
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          1 Company's supplemental application and proposed

          2 programs.  On April 27th, 2017, the Company filed

          3 rebuttal testimony with revisions to its proposed

          4 programs based on recommendations contained in

          5 intervening parties' direct testimony.

          6             On May 16th, 2017, the parties filed a

          7 stipulation and partial settlement agreement of

          8 Phase III issues.  Parties to the stipulation have

          9 agreed on all components of the plug-in

         10 electric-vehicle incentive and time-of-use programs as

         11 described in the stipulation, except for the

         12 time-of-use rate options and on-/off-peak time

         13 periods.

         14             The Company shall guarantee against an

         15 increase of customer costs on the time-of-use rate

         16 schedule for the first 12 months of enrollment.  If

         17 the total annual energy costs incurred in the

         18 time-of-use rate schedule exceed 10 percent over what

         19 costs would have been for the same period under

         20 Schedule 1 rates, the net difference will be credited

         21 on the customer's bill following the last month of the

         22 one-year commitment.

         23             The parties agree to the proposed maximum

         24 and initially-offered incentive levels described in

         25 the Company's rebuttal testimony for AC Level 2, and
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          1 DC fast chargers.

          2             The Company agrees to meet with interested

          3 parties after the first year of operation to evaluate

          4 applications and award incentives, and evaluate

          5 whether changes to outreach or incentives are

          6 warranted.  The Company will also provide a status

          7 update to interested parties in the first quarter of

          8 2018.

          9             The time-of-use load research study will

         10 be limited to residential customers who indicate they

         11 have an AC Level 2 charger, and will require

         12 participation for one year.

         13             The Company agrees to keep the load

         14 research meters in place beyond one year, and collect

         15 data for study participants for the duration of the

         16 time-of-use program.

         17             The Company further agrees to meet with

         18 interested parties to review initial load research

         19 study results between Month 9 and 12 of the study

         20 period, to discuss what actions and costs, if any,

         21 would be necessary to ensure a meaningful study.

         22             The signing parties believe the

         23 stipulation is in the public interest, and

         24 respectfully request the Commission approve the

         25 stipulation as filed.
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          1      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

          2      A.     It does.

          3             MR. SOLANDER:  Mr. Comeau is available for

          4 questions from the parties.

          5             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the

          6 Division.

          7             MR. SNARR:  No questions from the Office.

          8             MR. MECHAM:  No questions.

          9             MS. HAYES:  No questions.

         10             MS. GARDNER:  And no questions.

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Comeau.

         12             MR. COMEAU:  Thank you.

         13             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, does the

         14 Company have any other witnesses with respect to the

         15 stipulation?

         16             MR. SOLANDER:  With respect to the

         17 stipulation, no.

         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

         19             Mr Jetter?

         20             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

         21             The Division would like to call and have

         22 sworn in Mr. Robert A. Davis.

         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.

         24             THE WITNESS:  Good morning.

         25                          *
�
                                                                 15



          1                   ROBERT A. DAVIS,

          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

          3        was examined and testified as follows:

          4

          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          6

          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

          8 BY MR. JETTER:

          9      Q.     Mr. Davis, would you please state your

         10 name and occupation for the record.

         11      A.     My name is Robert A. Davis.  I'm a utility

         12 analyst for the Division of Public Utilities.

         13      Q.     Thank you.  And in the course of your

         14 appointment with the Division, have you had the

         15 opportunity to review the filings and prefiled

         16 testimony of this docket?

         17      A.     I have.

         18      Q.     And have you also had an opportunity to

         19 review the -- it's titled "Stipulation and Partial

         20 Settlement Agreement" that's been filed and signed by

         21 the parties in this docket?

         22      A.     I have.

         23      Q.     And what is your opinion of the settlement

         24 and stipulation?

         25      A.     The parties reached a settlement on all
�
                                                                 16



          1 issues except the time-of-use rates, and time periods

          2 for the pilot.  The Division signed and supports the

          3 stipulation.

          4      Q.     And do you believe approval of the

          5 stipulation, as it's been presented to the Commission,

          6 would be just, reasonable, and in the public interest?

          7      A.     I do.

          8             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

          9             I have no further questions of Mr. Davis.

         10 He is available for cross-examination.

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have

         12 questions for Mr. Davis?

         13             MR. MECHAM:  None.

         14             MR. SNARR:  None.

         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Jetter.

         16 Thank you, Mr. Davis.

         17             Mr. Snarr?

         18             MR. SNARR:  Yes, on behalf of the Office

         19 we'd like to present Cheryl Murray as a witness, and

         20 we can do that right here at the table, if that's all

         21 right.

         22            HEARING OFFICER:  Of course.

         23                          *

         24                          *

         25                          *
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          1                    CHERYL MURRAY,

          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

          3        was examined and testified as follows:

          4

          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          6

          7                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

          8 BY MR. SNARR:

          9      Q.     Please state your name, business address,

         10 and for whom you work.

         11      A.     My name is Cheryl Murray.  My address is

         12 160 East 300 South, Salt Lake City.  I work for the

         13 Office of Consumer Services.

         14      Q.     With respect to this case and this

         15 particular phase, did you prepare evidence -- or

         16 testimony to be submitted?

         17      A.     Yes, I did.

         18      Q.     And did you submit direct testimony

         19 consisting of 18 pages filed on April 6th, 2017, as

         20 well as rebuttal testimony consisting of 14 pages

         21 filed on April 26th, 2017, and surrebuttal testimony

         22 consisting of six pages filed on May 16th, 2017?

         23      A.     Yes.

         24      Q.     Do you have any changes to your testimony

         25 at this time?
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          1      A.     Yes, I do.

          2      Q.     With respect to direct testimony, could

          3 you tell us what changes have you made?

          4      A.     Certainly.

          5             Page 3 Line 49:  Change "two witnesses" to

          6 "one witness."  The corrected line should read, "The

          7 office has one witness in addition to myself."

          8             Page 3:  Strike Lines 50 through 52, which

          9 reads "1.  Mr. James Daniel will address the rate

         10 design and other elements of Rate Options 1 and 2,

         11 components of the Company's proposed ED TOU pilot."

         12             On that same page, Line 53:  Strike the

         13 number "2."

         14             On Page 15, Line 313:  Strike everything

         15 after the word "Yes," which would be as identified in

         16 the direct testimony of Mr. Daniels at Lines 261 to

         17 269.

         18             On Page 15, Line 314:  Capitalize the

         19 letter "I" in the first word, "In."

         20      Q.     Do you have any changes to your rebuttal

         21 testimony?

         22      A.     Yes, I do.

         23      Q.     Would you present them.

         24      A.     Yes.

         25             Page 8 Line 178:  Remove the word, "our,"
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          1 and replace with the word "a."

          2             Page 14, Line 299:  Strike the words "as

          3 proposed by the Office in direct testimony."

          4             Those are all my changes.

          5      Q.     Thank you.

          6             Do you have a statement in support of the

          7 settlement that has been referenced?

          8      A.     Yes, I do.

          9      Q.     Could you present that at this time?

         10      A.     Yes.

         11      Q.     Did you participate in the settlement

         12 discussions?

         13      A.     I did.

         14      Q.     Does the Office support the settlement as

         15 filed?

         16      A.     Yes, we do.

         17      Q.     Do you have some testimony to provide in

         18 support of that settlement?

         19      A.     Yes.

         20             In my direct testimony I recommended

         21 several minor modifications to the tariff, which the

         22 Company accepted in its rebuttal testimony.  Since

         23 that time, through discussion and negotiations,

         24 further modifications have been made to the tariff,

         25 and are included in the tariff attached to the
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          1 stipulation.

          2             Some of the important tariff changes

          3 include the following:  As originally filed,

          4 Schedule 120, in the "Special Conditions" sections for

          5 AC Level 2 charger prescripted incentive, and DC

          6 fast-charger prescripted incentives, indicated that

          7 customers who received an incentive may be required to

          8 consent by charger usage status.

          9             In Schedule 21 filed with the stipulation

         10 on May 15, consent to provide charger usage data is

         11 now identified as a requirement for receiving an

         12 incentive.  A similar requirement now also exists for

         13 customer projects and partnership incentives, if

         14 applicable.

         15             In direct testimony the Office recommended

         16 that the Company should create a new tariff related

         17 specifically to load research study participants.  In

         18 the rebuttal testimony of Mr. Robert Meredith, the

         19 Company accepted the recommendation and provided such

         20 a tariff.  In negotiations, the parties agreed to that

         21 tariff language with certain modifications, which are

         22 included in Schedule Number 121 attached to the

         23 stipulation.

         24             In addition to the tariff changes, the

         25 settlement stipulation contained several key elements
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          1 important to the Office, such as the additional

          2 reporting requirements memorialized in Exhibit D EZ

          3 TOU pilot report requirements agreement regarding

          4 ongoing meetings, and load research issues.

          5             In my direct testimony I suggested that

          6 additional technical conferences be required to

          7 provide specific information regarding outreach and

          8 education, and to explain the results of the Company's

          9 RFP.

         10             In the stipulation, parties agreed to meet

         11 to discuss a number of issues of concern to the Office

         12 and others.  Although not set as a technical

         13 conference, the Office is satisfied that this will

         14 provide the opportunity to obtain the information we

         15 were seeking.

         16             I would also note that these meetings will

         17 provide an opportunity to explore whether changes to

         18 the incentives are warranted, and provide a forum to

         19 address some of the issues raised by parties that

         20 could not be included in the subtle design of the

         21 program at this time.

         22             The design of the load research study is a

         23 major issue for the Office.  Our primary concern was

         24 that obtaining survey information from both Level 1

         25 and Level 2 residential chargers would not provide
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          1 statistically significant information without further

          2 stratification by type of charger.

          3             The stipulation requires the residential

          4 load research participants will be required to have AC

          5 Level 2 chargers.  Limiting the load research study to

          6 only those with AC Level 2 chargers alleviates our

          7 concern and eliminates the need for additional

          8 stratification.

          9             Taken as a whole, the Office believes that

         10 the stipulation is in the public interest, and

         11 recommends that the Commission approve it.

         12      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

         13      A.     Yes.  It does.

         14             MR. SNARR:  At this time we'd like to move

         15 the admission of exhibits that the Office sponsors.

         16 There are three exhibits identified as direct,

         17 rebuttal, and surrebuttal testimony with -- submitted

         18 by Cheryl Murray.

         19             We also have the direct testimony of

         20 Mr. Jacob Thomas, and one exhibit, and we'd like to

         21 move those into evidence as well.  His testimony

         22 primarily is directed at the issues that were

         23 addressed and resolved by way of the stipulation.

         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Snarr.

         25 They're admitted.
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          1             Does any party have any cross-examination

          2 for Ms. Murray on the stipulation?

          3             Anything else, Mr. Snarr, at this time?

          4             MR. SNARR:  Nothing else.

          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          6             Mr. Mecham.

          7             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

          8             ChargePoint would call Mr. James Ellis

          9 (appearing by phone).

         10             MR. MECHAM:  Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

         11             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.  I'm

         12 having a hard time hearing all of the discussion but I

         13 hear you.

         14             MR. MECHAM:  Okay.  We would ask that

         15 Mr. Ellis be sworn.

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Ellis, this is

         17 presiding officer, Michael Hammer.

         18             Mr. Ellis, do you swear to tell the truth

         19 today?

         20             Mr. Ellis, can you hear me?

         21             MR. ELLIS:  Yes, I can hear you.

         22             MR. HAMMER:  This is Michael Hammer, the

         23 presiding officer.

         24                          *

         25                          *
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          1                     JAMES ELLIS,

          2     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

          3        was examined and testified as follows:

          4

          5            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          6             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.

          7

          8                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

          9 BY MR. MECHAM:

         10      Q.     Mr. Ellis, would you please state your

         11 name and business address for the record, please.

         12      A.     James Ellis.  I reside at 6215 Robin Hill

         13 Road; Nashville, Tennessee.

         14      Q.     Thank you.  And what is your position at

         15 ChargePoint?

         16      A.     I'm director of utility solutions at

         17 ChargePoint.

         18      Q.     And did you cause to be filed direct

         19 testimony consisting of 12 pages on April 6th of this

         20 year, and surrebuttal testimony consisting of three

         21 pages dated May 16th of this year?

         22      A.     Yes, I did.

         23      Q.     And if I were to ask you the questions

         24 that are in those -- in those exhibits, would they be

         25 the same today?
�
                                                                 25



          1      A.     Yes, they are.

          2      Q.     Thank you.

          3             And does ChargePoint support the

          4 stipulation?

          5      A.     ChargePoint supports the stipulation.

          6      Q.     Thank you.

          7             Mr. Hammer, I would move the admission of

          8 the two pieces of evidence which I marked as

          9 ChargePoint Exhibit 1 and ChargePoint Exhibit 1SR.

         10             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

         11             MR. MECHAM:  Thank you.  Thank you.

         12             And if there are no questions for

         13 Mr. Ellis, I would ask that he be excused.

         14             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any

         15 questions for Mr. Ellis?

         16             MR. SNARR:  The Office has no questions.

         17             MR. JETTER:  No questions.

         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Ellis.

         19 You're excused.

         20             MR. SNARR:  The office would ask --

         21             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

         22             MR. SNARR:  Excuse me.

         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Do you want Mr. Ellis to

         24 stay on the line?

         25             MR. SNARR:  No.
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          1             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.

          2             MR. SNARR:  Pardon me.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.

          4             MR. SNARR:  We have asked for the

          5 submission of Mr. Jacob Thomas's evidence.

          6             We didn't ask whether anyone wanted to

          7 cross-examine him, but we offer that as well.

          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.

          9             Does any party have any questions for the

         10 witness?

         11             We'll proceed with Ms. Hayes, then.

         12             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy

         13 will call Mr. Kevin Emerson to the witness stand.

         14

         15                    KEVIN EMERSON,

         16     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

         17        was examined and testified as follows:

         18

         19            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         20

         21                   DIRECT EXAMINATION

         22 BY MS. HAYES:

         23      Q.     Good morning, Mr. Emerson.

         24             Will you please state your name and

         25 position for the record?
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          1      A.     Yes.  My name is Kevin Emerson.  I am the

          2 energy efficiency program director for Utah Clean

          3 Energy.

          4      Q.     Thank you.  Will you please speak somewhat

          5 more slowly?

          6      A.     I'm glad to.

          7      Q.     Thank you.

          8             Did you file direct testimony in this

          9 docket on April 6th?

         10      A.     Yes, I submitted direct testimony related

         11 to the Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Incentive on

         12 behalf of Utah Clean Energy, and the Southwest

         13 Efficiency Project as part of this docket.

         14      Q.     And did you also participate in the

         15 settlement discussions that led to the settlement

         16 stipulation we are discussing this morning?

         17      A.     Yes, I did.

         18      Q.     Do you have a statement you have prepared

         19 regarding that stipulation?

         20      A.     Yes, I do.

         21             Utah Clean Energy supports the settlement

         22 filed as part of Mr. Meredith's testimony on May 15th.

         23             Our main concern with regard to the

         24 Company's proposed electric-vehicle incentives was

         25 providing robust incentives for smart, at-home vehicle
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          1 charging.

          2             Analysis from Idaho National Laboratory

          3 shows that over 80 percent of charging is done at

          4 home.  Charging during off-peak hours, which will

          5 largely take place at home and during the night, will

          6 have the least impact on the utility system.

          7             Therefore Utah Clean Energy feels strongly

          8 that it is in the best interest of the system, and

          9 also in the interest of fairness for residential

         10 customers, that incentives for at-home Level 2

         11 charging infrastructure be thoroughly evaluated and

         12 included in future years.

         13             Ratepayers that live in apartments and

         14 condominiums should have the opportunity to charge at

         15 home, and Utah Clean Energy believes that given the

         16 increased complexity of installing electric vehicle

         17 charging infrastructure in a multi-family setting,

         18 that a higher incentive than one proposed is likely

         19 needed for multi-family properties.

         20             To address our concerns regarding Level 2

         21 residential and multi-family charging infrastructure,

         22 the settlement includes a few things:  increased,

         23 up-to, or maximum incentives in non-residential, and

         24 DC fast-charging electric-vehicle infrastructure

         25 includes more explicit language indicating that
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          1 multi-family properties are eligible for incentives

          2 through the non-residential DC fast charger and

          3 grant-based custom project categories; it includes the

          4 commitment from the Company to provide a status update

          5 on program activity in the first quarter of 2018; and

          6 it includes a commitment from the Company to meet with

          7 interested parties after the first year of program

          8 operation to evaluate adding Level 2 incentives for

          9 at-home charging, and to evaluate increasing

         10 incentives for multi-family charging infrastructure.

         11      Q.     Does that conclude your statement?

         12      A.     Yes.

         13      Q.     Thank you.

         14             Utah Clean Energy at this time would move

         15 the admission of the direct testimony of Kevin Emerson

         16 marked as Utah Clean Energy Exhibit 4.0 and would make

         17 Mr. Emerson available for questions.

         18             HEARING OFFICER:  It's admitted, and does

         19 any party have any questions for Mr. Emerson at this

         20 time?

         21             Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Emerson.

         22             Anything else at this time, Ms. Hayes?

         23             MS. HAYES:  Not at this time.  Thank you.

         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         25             Ms. Gardner.
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          1             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

          2             Western Resource Advocates calls

          3 Kenneth L. Witness (sic) -- Kenneth L. Witness? --

          4 Kenneth L. Wilson as our witness, and would ask that

          5 he be sworn in at this time.

          6

          7                  KENNETH L. WILSON,

          8     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

          9        was examined and testified as follows:

         10

         11            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         12

         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

         14 BY MS. GARDNER:

         15      Q.     Mr. Wilson, can you please state your name

         16 and business address for the record.

         17      A.     Kenneth L. Wilson.  Business address for

         18 Western Resource Advocates is 2260 Baseline Road,

         19 Suite 200; Boulder, Colorado 80302.

         20      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, can you please state your

         21 position with Western Resource Advocates.

         22      A.     Yes.  I'm the engineering fellow.

         23      Q.     Did you file a copy of your CV in Phase I

         24 of this docket on November 9th, 2016 marked as WRA

         25 Exhibit 1.1?
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          1      A.     Yes, I did.

          2      Q.     And did you file direct testimony in

          3 Phase III of this docket on April 6th, 2017, marked as

          4 WRA Exhibit 2.0?

          5      A.     Yes.

          6      Q.     Did you file rebuttal testimony, also on

          7 Phase III, on April 27th, 2017, marked as WRA

          8 Exhibit 3.0?

          9      A.     Yes.

         10      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony in

         11 this docket on May 16th, 2017 marked as WRA

         12 Exhibit 4.0?

         13      A.     Yes, I did.

         14      Q.     And finally, did you also file an

         15 Exhibit A to Exhibit 4.0 on May 16th, 2017 entitled,

         16 "A Review of Alternative Rate Designs," authored by

         17 the Rocky Mountain Institute?

         18      A.     Yes.

         19      Q.     And to the best of your knowledge,

         20 Mr. Wilson, is everything in your testimony true and

         21 correct?

         22      A.     It is.  However, there's some

         23 clarification regarding a section of my surrebuttal

         24 that I would like to make when I testify to the rate

         25 structures, so I can do that a bit later.
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          1      Q.     Okay.  And Mr. Wilson, was WRA a signatory

          2 to the settlement agreement filed with the Commission

          3 by Rocky Mountain Power on behalf of the settling

          4 parties on May 16th, 2017?

          5      A.     Yes, we were.

          6             The parties discussed numerous issues.

          7 WRA had two main issues that were addressed in the

          8 settlement.  One was extending the length of the pilot

          9 in the way that Rocky Mountain Power discussed; and

         10 the second was to focus on Level 2 chargers.  And so

         11 both of those issues were taken care of in the

         12 settlement and we are very comfortable signing it.

         13      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, just one follow up there.

         14             Do you believe that to the best of your

         15 knowledge that the settlement agreement is just,

         16 reasonable, and in the public interest?

         17      A.     Yes, I do.

         18      Q.     Thank you.

         19             So at this time WRA would move for the

         20 admission of all of Mr. Wilson's testimony, his CV, as

         21 well as Exhibit A.

         22             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

         23             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

         24             Mr. Wilson is available for questions.

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Does any party have any
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          1 questions for Mr. Wilson?

          2             Ms. Gardner, anything else?

          3             MS. GARDNER:  No, that's all.  Thank you.

          4             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          5             Anything else from any party before we

          6 proceed to discussing the remaining issues -- or I

          7 should say, receiving testimony on the remaining

          8 issues?

          9             MR. SOLANDER:  If I didn't move so before,

         10 I'd move that the stipulation and partial settlement

         11 agreement of Phase III issues be entered into the

         12 record.

         13             HEARING OFFICER:  They're entered.  Thank

         14 you.

         15             All right.  Then we'll proceed.

         16             Mr. Solander, please call your first

         17 witness.

         18             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  The Company

         19 calls Mr. Robert Meredith in support of the Company's

         20 proposed time-of-use programs.

         21

         22                   ROBERT M. MEREDITH,

         23     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

         24        was examined and testified as follows:

         25                          *
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          1            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          2            MR. SOLANDER:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

          3             MR. MEREDITH:  Morning.

          4

          5                   DIRECT EXAMINATION

          6 BY MR. SOLANDER:

          7      Q.     Would you please state and spell your name

          8 for the record.

          9      A.     Robert M. Meredith.  R-o-b-e-r-t, M.,

         10 M-e-r-e-d-i-t-h.

         11      Q.     And what is your current position with

         12 PacifiCorp?

         13      A.     Manager of pricing and cost of service.

         14      Q.     And is this your first time testifying in

         15 front of the Utah Public Service Commission?

         16      A.     It is.

         17      Q.     Could you just give the Commission a brief

         18 summary of your background and how you came to your

         19 current position?

         20      A.     Sure.  I've been working with the Company

         21 for about 12 years in the customer service regulation

         22 and integrated resource planning departments in

         23 various roles of increasing responsibility.

         24             In March of 2016 I assumed my present

         25 position, and in this role I'm responsible for
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          1 overseeing the analysis and the work that's entailed

          2 with supporting the prices and the cost of service

          3 analysis for all six states that PacifiCorp serves.

          4      Q.     And as part of those duties, did you cause

          5 to be filed direct, rebuttal, and surrebuttal

          6 testimony in Phase III of this proceeding?

          7      A.     I did.

          8      Q.     And do you have any corrections or

          9 additions to any of those pieces of testimony that

         10 you'd like to make at this time?

         11      A.     I do not.

         12      Q.     Have you prepared a statement -- a summary

         13 statement in support of the Company's position with

         14 respect to time-of-use rates?

         15      A.     Yes, I have.

         16      Q.     Please proceed.

         17      A.     Good morning.  I'd first like to say that

         18 I appreciate the time, effort, and thoughtfulness the

         19 various parties have put into this effort to develop

         20 an electric vehicle time-of-use pilot.

         21             Prior to our Phase III filing, five

         22 workshops were held to discuss the pilot.  There have

         23 been two rounds of testimony and several settlement

         24 discussions that have culminated in the stipulation

         25 and partial settlement agreement of Phase III issues.
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          1             I think that this partial settlement is

          2 just, reasonable, in the public interest, and moves

          3 forward many of the issues for the pilot.

          4             This partial settlement resolved all

          5 issues pertaining to the electric-vehicle time-of-use

          6 pilot, except for the rates and the time-of-use

          7 periods.

          8             From my review of other parties'

          9 surrebuttal testimony, other parties have also

         10 expressed their support for the time-of-use periods

         11 that the Company proposed.  The only remaining issue

         12 in dispute among the parties, therefore, is the rates

         13 themselves.

         14             Western Resource Advocates supports the

         15 two rate designs that the Company proposes.  This

         16 includes two clean time-of-use options, one with a

         17 moderate differential in on- to off-peak prices that

         18 is about seven cents a kilowatt hour off peak, and 22

         19 cents a kilowatt hour on peak; and another with a more

         20 pronounced differential that is about three cents per

         21 kilowatt hour off peak, and 34 cents per kilowatt hour

         22 on peak.

         23             The Company's proposed rates are easy to

         24 understand, would produce results that would provide

         25 meaningful information, and would encourage PEB
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          1 charging outside of the times when the Company's peaks

          2 occur.

          3             The two rate options proposed by the

          4 Company are different enough that strong inferences

          5 could be drawn for several variables, and useful

          6 information could be gleaned from both the load

          7 research study as well as for customers who opt into

          8 one of the rates, apart from the load research study.

          9             The Division, the Office, and Utah Clean

         10 Energy have coalesced around two options:  one that is

         11 the same as the Company's Rate Option 1, and another

         12 that is otherwise the same, but has inverted tier

         13 blocks such that additional monthly energy consumption

         14 is charged at a higher rate.

         15             Testing a tiered option compared to a

         16 non-tiered option, specifically for the purposes of an

         17 electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot, doesn't make a

         18 whole lot of sense to me.  The tiered-rate option that

         19 the Office, the Division, and Utah Clean Energy

         20 proposed is not very different from Rate Option 1.

         21             I'm not sure what we would learn, if

         22 anything, from testing out these two different rate

         23 options against one other.

         24             While energy charge tiers are being

         25 extolled by the other parties as a tool to encourage
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          1 overall energy reductions, I don't really think that

          2 we would be able to parse out the impact that tiers

          3 would specifically have on energy reductions from

          4 their proposal in this pilot.

          5             Time-of-use participants for this pilot

          6 would be individuals who perhaps very recently have

          7 adopted electric vehicles, and could have a lot of

          8 usage associated with that electric-vehicle charging.

          9 I do not know how reliable any estimates of energy

         10 efficiency could actually be for this population of

         11 customers.

         12             Furthermore, tiered rates may encourage

         13 energy efficiency, but they discourage

         14 electric-vehicle adoption.  You cannot both discourage

         15 energy usage and encourage additional load from

         16 electric vehicles; the two goals are diametrically

         17 opposed to one another.  Tiered rates may encourage

         18 energy efficiency, but they do so to the detriment of

         19 electric-vehicle adoption.

         20             Finally, tiers send a blunt price signal

         21 for customers to reduce overall energy usage.  On the

         22 other hand, time-of-use prices send a better, more

         23 detailed, cost-informed, price signal for customers to

         24 use energy at the right times.  And it's more

         25 important for customers to use energy at the right
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          1 times than it is for them to use less overall.

          2             Concluding an option with tiers distracts

          3 the Company's final analysis for this pilot and also

          4 distracts customers from the more critical finding

          5 that we're seeking in this pilot, which is:  What is

          6 the pricing incentive, or the bill savings, that will

          7 entice customers to use less during on-peak times?

          8             For all these reasons I recommend that the

          9 Commission approve the Company's proposed rate options

         10 for the electric-vehicle time-of-use pilot.  Thank

         11 you.

         12             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  Mr. Meredith is

         13 available for cross-examination by the parties or

         14 questions from the Commission.

         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

         16             MR. JETTER:  No questions from the

         17 Division.  Thank you.

         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Miss Murray?

         19             I'm sorry.  Mr. Snarr.

         20             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.

         21             HEARING OFFICER:  I demoted you,

         22 Mr. Snarr.  I'm sorry.

         23             MR. SNARR:  I'm demoted now, but if I

         24 don't get it right, Ms. Murray can follow up.  Thank

         25 you.
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          1             I have some questions.

          2

          3                 CROSS-EXAMINATION

          4 BY MR. SNARR:

          5      Q.     Directing your attention to your

          6 surrebuttal testimony at Lines 29 through 37, you

          7 identified the issues you understand to still be in

          8 dispute that the Commission should address at this

          9 hearing, and you've talked about some of the issues

         10 here in your summary.

         11             Would you agree with me that the bullet

         12 points you set forth at Lines 34 through 37 of your

         13 testimony are no longer in dispute?

         14      A.     Yes, I would.

         15      Q.     Okay.

         16             With respect to the issues that do remain

         17 in dispute, isn't it true that they are competing

         18 proposals on how to design two TOU rates:  one where

         19 Rocky Mountain proposes to design two different rates,

         20 one that was a 3:1 rate differential, and one with a

         21 larger rate differential; and a counter-proposal

         22 supported by other parties where one rate would

         23 include a modest rate differential and the other TOU

         24 rate would be based off the same rate differential but

         25 would feature tiered or inclining block rates?
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          1      A.     That's correct.  That's my understanding.

          2      Q.     Let's now address the issues that relate

          3 to the tiered or inclining block rates.  At Lines 105

          4 through 107 of your surrebuttal testimony, you state,

          5             "While tiers have generally been

          6             instituted to encourage efficiency,

          7             for policy reasons they can be a

          8             barrier for customers seeking to buy

          9             or lease a PEV"; is that correct?

         10      A.     Yes.

         11      Q.     Have you conducted any studies to know if

         12 that statement is true?

         13      A.     I have not conducted any specific studies

         14 to know whether that statement is true, but I believe

         15 that customers do respond to price signals, and having

         16 a higher energy rate will, all things equal, for some

         17 customers, be a barrier.

         18      Q.     Do you have any ideas as to how many

         19 electric-vehicle owners there are in the state of Utah

         20 service territory?

         21      A.     I don't know exactly right now.  My

         22 understanding is that it's somewhere between 2000 and

         23 2500.

         24      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that most of those

         25 customers have some type of charger situated at their
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          1 home to charge their electric vehicle?

          2      A.     That's correct.

          3      Q.     And isn't it true that those customers

          4 utilizing a home charger would receive electricity

          5 through the Rocky Mountain Power residential rate

          6 that's currently in place?

          7      A.     That's my understanding, yes, they would.

          8      Q.     And isn't it also true that the rates that

          9 apply to those residential customers are designed with

         10 tiers or inclining block rates to encourage

         11 conservation?

         12      A.     They are.

         13      Q.     And to discourage the extent of use of

         14 electricity?

         15      A.     That's the policy objectives that tiered

         16 rates have right now, yes.

         17      Q.     So these 2000 to 2500 consumers in Utah

         18 have somehow found their way to buying an electric

         19 vehicle thus far; isn't that right?

         20      A.     They have, but I would note that 2000 to

         21 2500 is not a very large number of our customers who

         22 have electric vehicles right now, so --

         23      Q.     As you understand the proposed pilot rate

         24 study, will the study focus on the habits or

         25 inclinations of consumers who might be considering the
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          1 purchase or lease of an electric vehicle?

          2      A.     Our study will specifically look for --

          3 the load research study we'll specifically examine

          4 customers who have an electric vehicle already.

          5 However, we will always, through surveys, understand

          6 whether any customers -- whether the time-of-use rates

          7 or the presence of those time-of-use rates was

          8 something that helped entice those customers to make

          9 that decision, because it is going to be available for

         10 up to 1000 customers to specifically opt in to one of

         11 the two rate options.

         12             And so I think that some customers will

         13 specifically see that and realize that there may be

         14 cheaper rates available to them if they can charge

         15 their electric vehicle during the off-peak period, and

         16 knowing that -- and looking at what their savings

         17 might be -- that may push them over the edge into

         18 making that decision to either purchase or lease an

         19 electric vehicle.

         20      Q.     Now, does -- your study program has a

         21 process whereby you're going to attempt to identify

         22 those people who would participate in the program with

         23 an electric vehicle; is that correct?

         24      A.     Can you -- so you're saying we'll identify

         25 those people who have an electric vehicle presently?
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          1      Q.     Yes.

          2      A.     Yes.  And that is what we will

          3 specifically use to target our load research study,

          4 where we'll be specifically focused on the behaviors

          5 of customers who are on one of the two time-of-use

          6 options; or a control group who are subject to the

          7 standard rates that they are right now, and then

          8 seeing what naturally would occur with their charging

          9 behavior.

         10      Q.     So the primary focus of the study is to

         11 examine the charging behavior, whether they're on the

         12 standard residential rate, whether they were on one of

         13 the two time-of-use rates; is that right?

         14      A.     I think that's one of the main things that

         15 we're going to be looking at, but I think that also

         16 the pilot as it's currently structured has two

         17 components:  one component which is a load research

         18 study specifically, which has higher incentive levels

         19 to entice existing electric vehicle customers to be on

         20 that study right away, and to be on one of the two

         21 rate options, or to not be able to be on one of the

         22 two rate options and be on a control group.

         23             And then that's going to have another

         24 segment which is going to be customers who decide to

         25 choose one of these two time-of-use options; and those
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          1 customers may be existing electric vehicle customers

          2 or may be prospective ones who -- specifically those

          3 time-of-use rates played a role in their decision to

          4 adopt an electric vehicle.

          5      Q.     Has Rocky Mountain considered offering the

          6 time-of-use rates to customers that don't have

          7 electric vehicles?

          8      A.     We do offer a time-of-use option for

          9 customers who don't have electric vehicles.  Our

         10 Schedule 2 is an option that customers who don't have

         11 electric vehicles may choose.

         12      Q.     All right.

         13             In the study you're proposing, you will be

         14 comparing the three different groups as part of your

         15 pilot study; is that correct?

         16      A.     It's part of the load research study, yes:

         17 a control group, and Rate Option 1, and Rate Option 2.

         18      Q.     So necessarily there's going to be some

         19 comparison made between customers who might be on a

         20 rate that would include some tiered or inclining

         21 blocks --

         22      A.     Yes.

         23      Q.     -- as well as those that are not?

         24      A.     Yes.

         25      Q.     And to include one more rate, a
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          1 time-of-use rate that would have a tiered or a block

          2 feature would not complicate the study much, because

          3 you're already dealing with a tiered rate in a

          4 residential program, aren't you?

          5      A.     I think my primary contention with having

          6 a tiered rate versus a rate that is not tiered is

          7 that, first, as I mentioned in my summary statement

          8 there is not a whole lot of difference between the

          9 tiers that are being proposed.

         10             And I think that specifically we're

         11 wanting to look at two differentials that are fairly

         12 far apart from one another, in terms of the price

         13 signals that customers would see, and I believe that

         14 that will provide more useful information in terms of

         15 understanding charging behavior and other variables

         16 that I think are useful, such as what role this may

         17 play in electric-vehicle adoption.

         18      Q.     Have you reviewed the testimony -- the

         19 surrebuttal testimony of -- of Utah Clean Energy's

         20 Sarah Wright?

         21      A.     Yes, I have.

         22      Q.     And isn't it true that the Utah Clean

         23 Energy's rate proposal involving tiers, ,that Tier 2

         24 would not become applicable until after levels

         25 contemplated for average residential usage and
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          1 anticipated normal electric vehicle charging usage

          2 would fully accommodate?

          3      A.     For the average customer, the way that my

          4 understanding is:  She has designed this such that a

          5 typical customer who uses about 700 kilowatt hours per

          6 month and then has additional load of about 300

          7 kilowatt hours a month, which would encompass -- I

          8 think what I've said may be sort of a typical energy

          9 level of charging for a thousand miles a month.  That

         10 would all add up to 1000 kilowatt hours.

         11             However, if a customer had all 1000 of

         12 those kilowatt hours during the off-peak period, those

         13 customers would be subject to the tiered rates.

         14             I would also note that many customers are

         15 not the average.  There will be many who are below

         16 that average and many who are above that average.  And

         17 so for those customers who are above the average,

         18 those tiers potentially are a little bit more of a

         19 barrier for that customer, a little bit longer of a

         20 payback period for that customer, in terms of their

         21 decision to adopt an electric vehicle.

         22      Q.     In your summary just presented earlier

         23 today, you said that

         24             "The usage for electric vehicles

         25             should be encouraged and is
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          1             diametrically opposed to the policies

          2             we have with reference to energy

          3             conservation," or words to that

          4             effect.

          5      A.     I think what I said was that specifically

          6 with this pilot which is -- we are making this ap --

          7 we've made this application for this pilot and we're

          8 looking to have this electric-vehicle pilot to

          9 specifically respond to the provision in the STEP Act,

         10 which looks to encourage electric-vehicle charging

         11 during the off-peak period.  And so I think that for

         12 that, the goals of specifically encouraging energy

         13 efficiency and discouraging electric-vehicle adoption

         14 are diametrically opposed to one another.

         15             So I would say that for our existing

         16 rates, yes, right now they may encourage energy

         17 efficiency, but they do also discourage

         18 electric-vehicle adoption.

         19      Q.     So with respect to the current rates,

         20 would I contemplate a proposal from Rocky Mountain:

         21 We just take off the existing tiers for residential

         22 rates, if you happen to have an electric vehicle?

         23      A.     That's not specifically what the Company

         24 is proposing right now.

         25             What we are looking at is a time-of-use
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          1 options (sic) where customers who opt to be in to a

          2 time-of-use rate -- where those customers now have the

          3 opportunity for much higher bills if their energy

          4 occurs more during the on-peak period -- would no

          5 longer be subject to the tiers, because they are now

          6 subject to a more cost-based, more-detailed pricing,

          7 which includes time-of-use prices.

          8      Q.     I guess the real question is:  Can

          9 time-of-use pricing co-exist in a world where we're

         10 also trying to encourage energy conservation?

         11      A.     They can co-exist, but I think they

         12 undermine some of the goals that are trying to be

         13 achieved here, specifically encouraging electric

         14 vehicle charging during the off-peak period.

         15             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         17             Mr. Mecham?

         18             MR. MECHAM:  I have no questions, thank

         19 you.

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?

         21             MS. HAYES:  Good morning, Mr. Meredith.

         22             MR. MEREDITH:  Good morning.

         23                          *

         24                          *

         25                          *
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          1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

          2 BY MS. HAYES:

          3      Q.     If I could direct you to your surrebuttal

          4 testimony, at Line 100, you say,

          5             "In this pilot, tiers would distract

          6             from the primary message for

          7             customers to manage their hourly

          8             energy consumption with time of

          9             use" --

         10             I'm so sorry -- pardon me.

         11             I'm reading from Mr. Meredith's testimony

         12 at Line 100 in his surrebuttal.

         13             "In this pilot, tiers would distract

         14             from the primary message for

         15             customers to manage their hourly

         16             energy consumption with time of use."

         17             That's what it says; is that correct?

         18      A.     Yes.

         19      Q.     This is -- this is your opinion, correct?

         20      A.     It is my opinion.

         21      Q.     You don't -- this isn't based on a study

         22 you've actually conducted already, is it?

         23      A.     No.

         24      Q.     All right.  And -- and -- or -- or that

         25 others have conducted; studies that others have
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          1 conducted, correct?

          2      A.     That's correct.

          3      Q.     All right.  In your statement just now,

          4 you said that tiered time-of-use rates would

          5 discourage electric-vehicle adoption; is that correct?

          6      A.     Yes.

          7      Q.     It's true, though, isn't it, that one of

          8 Utah Clean Energy's explicit objectives in this docket

          9 is to encourage electric-vehicle adoption, isn't it?

         10      A.     Yes.

         11      Q.     And that that was one of our primary

         12 objectives in designing the tiered time-of-use rate

         13 that we did?

         14      A.     Yes.

         15      Q.     All right.  Have you reviewed Utah Clean

         16 Energy's tiered time-of-use Rate Option 2?

         17      A.     Yes, I have.

         18      Q.     And if you want a visual, it's Sarah

         19 Wright's surrebuttal, Page 45.

         20             And in your surrebuttal you did some

         21 analysis regarding the cost of charging and the simple

         22 payback of an electric vehicle --

         23      A.     Uh-huh.

         24      Q.     -- at different time-of-use prices.  And

         25 I'd like to -- to sort of explore those with you.  But
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          1 looking at this comparison of Rocky Mountain Power's

          2 Rate Option 1 and Utah Clean Energy's Rate Option 2,

          3 it's true, isn't it, that the on-peak Tier 2 price of

          4 Utah Clean Energy's Option 2 is exactly the same as

          5 the on-peak tier in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

          6 Option 1; is that correct?

          7      A.     And you're referring to the 2.2755 cents

          8 is --

          9      Q.     Yes.

         10      A.     -- the same between the greater than 200

         11 kilowatt hours consumption in Utah Clean Energy's Rate

         12 Option 2 versus the Company's proposed Rate

         13 Option 1 --

         14      Q.     Yes.

         15      A.     -- for on peak?

         16             Yes, they're the same.

         17      Q.     All right.  And with regard to the

         18 off-peak prices, Utah Clean Energy's off-peak prices

         19 be in the first tier in Utah Clean Energy's option,

         20 the Utah Clean Energy's first tier is 6.1 cents, which

         21 is a little less than one cent below Rocky Mountain

         22 Power's 6.8 cents --

         23      A.     Um-hm.

         24      Q.     -- while our Tier 2 price is less than one

         25 cent above --
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          1      A.     Uh-huh.

          2      Q.     -- Rocky Mountain Power's price.

          3             And so going to your -- your -- I'm sorry,

          4 what exhibit is it? -- RMM -- TSR --

          5      A.     It's TSR, yes.

          6      Q.     Yes.  I don't want to ask you to do any

          7 complicated math, but if it takes 347 kilowatt hours a

          8 month to charge an electric vehicle, and it's less

          9 than one cent more per kilowatt hour to charge

         10 entirely in the second tier under Utah Clean Energy's

         11 option, that's around four dollars more a month,

         12 right?

         13      A.     I haven't done the math but I would say

         14 that relative to what Utah Clean Energy was looking at

         15 in the rebuttal testimony where the differential was

         16 two-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour, now moving

         17 forward to the surrebuttal testimony which has a

         18 differential during the off-peak period of about

         19 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour, I would say that the

         20 1.6 cents a kilowatt hour is better in terms of not

         21 discouraging electric-vehicle adoption as much.

         22             I would also say, though, that looking at

         23 specifically the difference in the surrebuttal rates,

         24 these rates are less discouraging to electric-vehicle

         25 adoptions, but also say that they are so similar to
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          1 Rate Option 1 that it's going to be very challenging

          2 to understand very much from these rates.

          3             And I don't think they're very different

          4 from one another to where we could really draw any

          5 strong inferences from that, from the 1.6 cents for

          6 this specific population.

          7      Q.     But you don't know that, having not

          8 actually undergone the load research study?

          9      A.     No.  But I know that looking at these

         10 rates and seeing how close they are to one another,

         11 and just thinking myself about in a few years from now

         12 having to write a report and look at how that may have

         13 influenced specifically energy reductions -- which I

         14 think is what Utah Clean Energy is wanting to

         15 understand -- is how tiered rates may influence

         16 conservation.

         17             I think it's going to be very challenging

         18 to be able to tell that there's one rate option which

         19 is 6.8 cents a kilowatt hour, about, and another rate

         20 option that's 6.1, versus 7.7 cents a kilowatt hour

         21 during the off-peak period -- whether it's below 800,

         22 above 800 kilowatt hours -- I haven't done any

         23 specific analysis.

         24             But looking at these rates, I think it's

         25 going to be very challenging to try and parse out any
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          1 sort of meaningful information from those.

          2      Q.     But you've also said that tiers will

          3 distract from -- from the time-of-use price signals.

          4 And so it's a little confusing which argument you're

          5 trying to make.

          6             I mean are the tiers going to distract

          7 from the price signals or are they going to give

          8 you -- give you the same results?

          9      A.     So I think there's -- I think maybe, if I

         10 may, what you're trying to say is:  Will they distract

         11 the Company's analysis, or will it distract the

         12 customers themselves, in terms of deciding to consume

         13 more or less energy during the -- during the on- and

         14 off-peak periods and respond to the price signals.  Is

         15 that what you're trying to understand, because --

         16      Q.     What I'm trying to understand is -- or

         17 what -- it sounds like we don't know what -- what the

         18 impact will be.  It sounds like you're making a lot of

         19 conclusions without any evidence.

         20      A.     I think looking at these specific rates

         21 and how close they are, I think that it's very likely

         22 it will be really hard to say that a customer has

         23 really reduced their energy consumption, specifically

         24 for electric-vehicle owners, because I think this is a

         25 very unique population that we're dealing with.
�
                                                                 56



          1             I think it's going to be very challenging

          2 to be able to say whether they have reduced overall

          3 energy consumption or not.

          4             And I think there are, you know, a couple

          5 of competing goals here with the rates that you're

          6 looking at.  I think that on the one hand you want to

          7 have results that are meaningful enough that you can

          8 really see, you know, two different points and be able

          9 to draw some clear inferences where the two rates are

         10 enough different from one another to be able to draw

         11 clear conclusions.

         12             On the other hand, I can appreciate that

         13 Utah Clean Energy also does not want to discourage

         14 electric-vehicle adoption.  I believe that that --

         15 that they share that goal with the Company, and with

         16 other parties in this case.

         17             However, I think that these rates, as they

         18 are, are so similar, that I think that they may --

         19 they are not as much of a barrier as what I had

         20 previously described in terms of 1.6 cents compared to

         21 the two-and-a-half cents.

         22             They are still somewhat of a barrier, I

         23 would say, and I think they are still very close to

         24 where it's going to be very hard to understand any

         25 sort of impact from energy efficiency, specifically
�
                                                                 57



          1 for this population of customers.

          2      Q.     But as you said before, we have not

          3 actually studied this in Utah, the impact of tiered

          4 rates with time-of-use rates, correct?

          5      A.     We haven't specifically studied it but I

          6 just -- a visual examination, and I think somebody who

          7 looks at Table 1 from Utah Clean Energy's surrebuttal

          8 will see that these rates are so close, and

          9 specifically looking at this population of

         10 electric-vehicle customers, it's going to be very hard

         11 to tell whether there was additional energy

         12 efficiency.

         13             I think also what will skew the results is

         14 that there's going to be a natural inclination, I

         15 think, for smaller users to want to select the tiered

         16 option, and then I don't know what that will actually

         17 tell us about -- about these customers, even --

         18 specifically for the customers who opt into it.

         19             I think the load research study will also

         20 be challenging to understand whether there's any

         21 behavioral changes, because the rates are so close to

         22 one another.

         23      Q.     There is also a random assignment group,

         24 correct?

         25      A.     Yep.  Yeah.  Yeah.  That's what I'm
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          1 talking about, the two different groups:  one that's

          2 selecting it, and one that's being randomly assigned,

          3 correct.

          4             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.

          5             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.

          6             Ms. Gardner?

          7             MS. GARDNER:  We have no questions at this

          8 time.

          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         10             I have just a couple.

         11

         12                     EXAMINATION

         13 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

         14      Q.     Mr. Meredith, leaving aside the

         15 tiered-rate issue, I believe there was suggestion in

         16 some of the written testimony that with respect to

         17 Option 2, something in the way of a compromise of a

         18 ratio of less than 10-to-1 might be an acceptable

         19 solution, something maybe in the nature of 5-to-1 or

         20 6-to-1 for peak to off-peak pricing.

         21             Would you consider endorsing something

         22 less than 10-to-1 for Option 2?

         23      A.     I think that having a -- something less

         24 than 10-to-1 that was not tiered would be better than

         25 comparing a tiered versus a not-tiered option that are
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          1 very close to one another.

          2             My preference would be the 10-to-1, but I

          3 think the 6-to-1 or a 7-to-1 would also give us useful

          4 information.  I think that having those points sort of

          5 far apart from each other but still providing fairly

          6 robust savings in both options relative to what a

          7 customer can achieve with our present rates, including

          8 our present time-of-use Schedule 2, I think having

          9 those two points far apart from each other will allow

         10 us to be able to draw lines between those and be able

         11 to clearly tell between different variables what the

         12 impacts may be.

         13      Q.     Thank you.

         14             The other parties can speak for themselves

         15 but just for my clarification:  I thought I heard you

         16 say that with respect to the time period that would be

         17 used for the peak and off-peak period, there was no

         18 longer disagreement between the parties.  Did I hear

         19 you correctly?

         20      A.     That's my understanding from reading the

         21 surrebuttal testimony of the different parties.

         22      Q.     Okay.  Well, we'll let them speak, but I

         23 wanted to make sure I understood you.

         24             Finally, to the extent the Commission were

         25 inclined to adopt something like a 10-to-1 or a larger
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          1 ratio for Option 2, are there any measures that the

          2 Company, or specifically you would suggest, that might

          3 be taken to put customers on adequate notice that that

          4 might not be an option that would survive the pilot

          5 program?

          6      A.     Absolutely.  I think we need to be very

          7 straightforward with our customers and educate them

          8 well that this is a pilot.  These aren't necessarily

          9 rates that will continue forever, or even beyond this

         10 pilot period.

         11             We are looking to gather information and

         12 understand the impacts, and then after that point they

         13 may be continued in another form or may not be

         14 continued.

         15      Q.     Do you have any specific recommendations,

         16 such as language, to the tariff?  I realize that I'm

         17 just dropping this on you right now, but do you think

         18 that perhaps further notifications on the tariff or

         19 some other process to notify customers would be

         20 appropriate?

         21      A.     I think the tariff itself spells out that

         22 it's for the pilot period and discusses when it will

         23 end.

         24             Let me find the tariff here -- but it

         25 does -- it does say that it will end at the end of the
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          1 step -- step pilot period.  So I think that having

          2 that and specifically having that addressed in the

          3 customer communications that we send to customers will

          4 be important, that they realize that this is a

          5 program.

          6             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  Thank you.

          7             MR. MEREDITH:  You're welcome.

          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander, any

          9 redirect?

         10             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  No redirect.

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

         12 Mr. Meredith.

         13             Mr. Solander, do you have any other

         14 witnesses?

         15             MR. SOLANDER:  I do not.  That concludes

         16 the Company's presentation.

         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

         18             MR. JETTER:  The Division would like to

         19 recall Mr. Robert A. Davis.  I'm not sure if he's -- I

         20 think he hasn't been excused so he's sworn in, but --

         21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Davis, you're still

         22 under oath.

         23             MR. JETTER:  Good morning, Mr. Davis.

         24                          *

         25                          *
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          1                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

          2 BY MR. JETTER:

          3      Q.     Earlier in this hearing you provided your

          4 name and occupation for the record so I'm not going to

          5 ask you that again, but I'd like to go through briefly

          6 the testimony you filed in this docket.

          7             Is it correct that you have caused to be

          8 filed in this docket direct, rebuttal, and

          9 surrebuttal, and because of the complexity and

         10 multiple phases of this docket, I'd like to identify

         11 them a little more specifically as PPO Exhibit P3

         12 1.0 direct, PPO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 rebuttal, and

         13 PEO Exhibit Number P3 1.0 surrebuttal.

         14      A.     That's correct.

         15      Q.     And do you have any corrections or changes

         16 you'd like to make to that testimony?

         17      A.     I do not.

         18      Q.     If you were asked the same questions that

         19 are asked in your prefiled testimony that I just

         20 identified today, would your answers remain the same?

         21      A.     They would.

         22      Q.     Thank you.

         23             I'd like to move to enter into the

         24 evidence of this hearing the direct, rebuttal, and

         25 surrebuttal that I've identified previously.
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          1             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

          2             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.

          3      Q.     Have you prepared a brief statement

          4 summarizing the position of the Division?

          5      A.     I have.

          6      Q.     Please go ahead.

          7      A.     The Division has reviewed the Company's

          8 application for implementation of the electric-vehicle

          9 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

         10 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

         11 docket.

         12             In my direct testimony I expressed the

         13 Division's concerns surrounding the Company's proposed

         14 time-of-use option to -- as being similar to its

         15 Proposed Option 1, but only more aggressive.

         16             The Division expressed its concerns about

         17 the possible punitive pricing structure of the

         18 Company's Proposed Option 2, based on the customer's

         19 ability to shift load, other than charging their

         20 electric vehicles to off-peak periods.

         21             Additionally the Division had concerns

         22 that the proposed price guarantee may distort usage

         23 behavior.  In my rebuttal testimony I expressed the

         24 Division's concerns surrounding the proposed rate

         25 designs and varying time periods proposed by the
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          1 Office of Consumer Services.

          2             Similarly I expressed the Division's

          3 concerns surrounding the proposal of Utah Clean

          4 Energy's rate designs using tiered rates and blocking

          5 around a thousand kilowatt hours along with varying

          6 time periods and super off-peak pricing.

          7             In surrebuttal I stated that designing

          8 rates requires balancing several often-opposing or

          9 objectives of principles while trying to address all

         10 the parties' expectations for a program such as the

         11 Electric Vehicle Incentive Program.

         12             Prior to filing testimony, the parties,

         13 including the Division, discussed several potential

         14 rate designs and time periods for the pilot.

         15             The Division has not previously offered

         16 its own rate designs because its rate designs were not

         17 significantly different than the other parties'.

         18 However, in my surrebuttal I offered the Division's

         19 support for the Company's Proposed Option 1, or one of

         20 the options proposed by the Office of Consumer

         21 Services for one of the pilot options.

         22             For the pilot's Option 2, the Division

         23 offered support for Utah Clean Energy's tiered-rate

         24 proposal with a different blocking structure providing

         25 the billing comparison sent a strong enough signal to
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          1 the customer to charge their electric vehicles off

          2 peak.

          3             The Division's underlying expectation for

          4 the electric-vehicle pilot has been defined as two

          5 rate designs that are cost based and potentially could

          6 be used or adapted going forward after the pilot ends.

          7             One of the key points to that is an

          8 attempt to understand electric-vehicle customer

          9 behavior and determine what will incent (sic) those

         10 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak,

         11 and encourage them to use energy more efficiently.

         12             Therefore the Division supports the

         13 Company's time-of-use Option 1 with a two-part on-peak

         14 off-peak pricing structure, and a 3-to-1 ratio as

         15 Option 1 for the pilot.

         16             The Division further supports the

         17 Company's proposed time periods of 3:00 p.m. to

         18 8:00 p.m. for the summer and winter months, with an

         19 additional 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. window during the

         20 winter months excluding weekends and holidays for both

         21 proposed time-of-use rate options.

         22             Since rebuttal testimony, the parties had

         23 several discussions regarding a time-of-use Option 2

         24 proposal that would optimally support the pilot.  The

         25 expectation of the time-of-use rate to incent
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          1 customers to charge their electric vehicles off peak

          2 also needs to consider bill impacts that may occur as

          3 a result of the proposed rates combined with the

          4 customer's other energy-use behaviors.

          5             From these discussions, in consideration

          6 of the parties' expectations and Company's proposed

          7 Option 2, the Division supports Utah Clean Energy's

          8 revised four-part tiered-rate design, around 200

          9 kilowatt on peak and 800 kilowatt off peak as an

         10 overall compromise.  Utah Clean Energy's design offers

         11 a similar 3-to-1 on-peak off-peak pricing structure.

         12             The Company's proposed Option 1, while

         13 incenting customers to use energy more efficiently

         14 through the design's tiered blocks.

         15             In consideration the settlement between

         16 the parties for all other issues, the Division

         17 supports the Company's proposed time-of-use Option 1,

         18 the Company's proposed time-of-use periods, and Utah

         19 Clean Energy's proposed rate design for Option 2, as

         20 discussed above.

         21             The Division finds electric-vehicle

         22 incentive and time-of-use pricing programs as outlined

         23 in the Commission's Phase III scheduling order in this

         24 docket to be in the public interest, and recommends

         25 approval.
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          1             The Division recommends its approval be

          2 conditional upon the accounting treatment, reporting

          3 requirements, and treatment of OMAG expenses as in the

          4 prior phases of this docket.  Thank you.

          5             MR. JETTER:  Thank you.  And I have no

          6 further questions.  Mr. Davidson is available for

          7 cross-examination.

          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander.

          9             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions.

         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

         11             Ms. Hayes?

         12             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.

         13             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner?

         14             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.

         15

         16                     EXAMINATION

         17 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

         18      Q.     So Mr. Davis, just to summarize your

         19 testimony so I'm clear, essentially the Division is

         20 endorsing the Company's Option 1 rate, the Company's

         21 proposed time period with respect to peak and off

         22 peak, and supports UCE's revised proposal with respect

         23 to Option 2 rates; is that correct?

         24      A.     That's correct.

         25      Q.     How would you respond to Mr. Meredith's
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          1 concern that the similarity between UCE's proposed

          2 Option 2 rates and the Option 1 rates will undermine

          3 the desired outcome of the pilot period; in other

          4 words, what the Company hopes to learn from conducting

          5 the study?

          6      A.     I think Mr. Meredith has valid points.  I

          7 think in -- to compromise.  There's also some benefits

          8 in studying the tiered rates.

          9             The Division felt, as I mentioned in my

         10 direct testimony, that the 10-to-1 option was a little

         11 bit punitive, and in the case the customers could not

         12 shift some of their other load to off-peak, in

         13 consideration of the price guarantee, my understanding

         14 is is that is after the year's study.  So during the

         15 month there's going to be possibly high bills that

         16 would take place.

         17             So that was part of our consideration in

         18 supporting Utah Clean Energy's option.

         19      Q.     Thank you.

         20             And with respect to any proposal to --

         21 setting aside again the tiered-rate structure -- with

         22 respect to Option 2 -- with respect to any proposal to

         23 adopt something less aggressive than a 10-to-1 ratio,

         24 something between 5-to-1 to 7-to-1 -- would the

         25 Division find that more acceptable than a 10-to-1
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          1 ratio?

          2      A.     Yes.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  I don't have anything

          4 further.  Thank you, Mr. Davis.

          5             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

          6             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.

          7             MR. SNARR:  Yes.  We'd be happy to call

          8 Cheryl Murray as our witness.

          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Murray, you're still

         10 under oath.

         11             THE WITNESS:  Thank you.

         12

         13                  DIRECT EXAMINATION

         14 BY MR. SNARR:

         15      Q.     You previously provided your name and

         16 business address and described the testimony that was

         17 submitted as part of this Phase III hearing; is that

         18 correct?

         19      A.     Yes.

         20      Q.     Have you prepared a summary of your

         21 testimony as it relates to the issues that are

         22 remaining to be resolved in this hearing?

         23      A.     Yes, I have.

         24      Q.     Would you present that summary at this

         25 time?
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          1      A.     Yes.

          2             The settlement stipulation resolved the

          3 majority of the issues except for the energy prices to

          4 be used in TOU Rate Option 1 and 2, as well as the

          5 hours to be included in the definition of on and off

          6 peak.  However, in reviewing the surrebuttal testimony

          7 filed by all parties, it is clear that the differences

          8 have been narrowed even further.

          9             For purposes of the pilot study it appears

         10 that all parties now support the Company's definition

         11 of on- and off-peak time periods.  It also appears

         12 that all parties support including the Company's TOU

         13 Rate Option 1.  As stated by Mr. Meredith, the only

         14 remaining difference is the specific design of Rate

         15 Option 2 to study in comparison to existing

         16 residential Rate Schedule 1 and the Company's proposed

         17 TOU Rate Option 1.

         18             As stated in our surrebuttal testimony,

         19 the Office recommends that the Commission order a TOU

         20 pilot that uses the Company's definition of on- and

         21 off-peak periods, the Company's proposal for Rate

         22 Option 1, and a TOU Rate Option 2 with tiers for both

         23 on-peak and off-peak rates.

         24             The Office believes the following

         25 principles comprise the primary objectives for the
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          1 Rate Option 2 design:  maintain approximately the same

          2 differential between on- and off-peak rates for both

          3 Rate Option 1 and Rate Option 2, so that the primary

          4 difference between the two rate designs to be studied

          5 is whether and how having tiered rates impacts changes

          6 in consumption; establishing meaning of the difference

          7 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 for both TOU time periods,

          8 while assuring the Company's revenue requirement would

          9 still be collected; design an appropriate break

         10 between Tier 1 and Tier 2 to create a meaningful rate

         11 design differential.

         12             Tiers should be developed in the context

         13 of the residential average monthly consumption of 700

         14 kilowatt hours with an understanding of how the

         15 additional consumption associated with electric

         16 vehicle charging will impact total consumption.

         17             The Office has reviewed the specific

         18 proposal presented by UCE -- Utah Clean Energy -- in

         19 surrebuttal testimony, and finds it meets the criteria

         20 we articulated, and supports it as a reasonable design

         21 for TOU Rate Option 2.

         22             In our surrebuttal testimony the Office

         23 recommended that the Commission order a short

         24 compliance phase in this proceeding, which would

         25 require the Company to submit specific rates that
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          1 would comply with the concept the Commission

          2 determines are in the public interest.

          3             If the Commission accepts Utah Clean

          4 Energy's proposal, the Office continues to recommend

          5 the Commission order a compliance filing by the

          6 Company so that all parties have an opportunity to

          7 review the proposal, and the rates and bill impacts

          8 can be verified.

          9             The Commission should also allow comments

         10 and reply comments on such a compliance filing, so

         11 that the Commission can ensure that the rates meet the

         12 Commission's objectives.

         13      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?

         14      A.     It does.

         15             MR. SNARR:  We would tender Ms. Murray for

         16 cross-examination.

         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?

         18             MR. SOLANDER:  Nothing.

         19             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter?

         20             MR. JETTER:  No questions.

         21             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

         22             MR. MECHAM:  Nothing, thank you.

         23             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes.

         24             MS. HAYES:  No questions.  Thank you.

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.
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          1             MS. GARDNER:  No questions.

          2

          3                     EXAMINATION

          4 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

          5      Q.     Ms. Murray, just so I'm clear:

          6 Essentially, then, you concur with the Division in all

          7 of the recommendations as to what the Commission

          8 should do with respect to the proposal, right?

          9      A.     Regard- -- regarding the rates, yes.

         10      Q.     Regarding the rates.

         11             So specifically -- on board with the

         12 Company's proposed on- and off-peak time periods,

         13 support the Company's Option 1, and support UCE's

         14 proposal with respect to Option 2?

         15      A.     That's correct.

         16      Q.     Okay.  And do you have anything you would

         17 like to add with respect to Mr. Meredith's concern

         18 that having the Option 2 rates be so similar to the

         19 Option 1 rates, will undermine the efficacy of the

         20 study?

         21      A.     Well, we think it is reasonable to have

         22 those two options available.  I would note in -- and I

         23 know Mr. Meredith has said that he's not sure that we

         24 will be able to observe what effect it has on

         25 conservation -- but in the Rocky Mountain Institute
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          1 report, it does comment that there isn't much study on

          2 how conservation is affected by time-of-use rates.

          3             And so we think that tiers within it would

          4 have -- give us an opportunity to look at those

          5 things, and we also believe that a compliance filing

          6 at some point will be -- we can be -- can be used to

          7 tweak rates, if we feel that that's necessary.

          8      Q.     And Mr. Davis expects -- expressed some

          9 concern that customers who elect Option 2 under the

         10 Company's proposal might experience some sticker shock

         11 when their bill arrives, that won't be remedied until

         12 the end of the year.  Does the Office care to comment

         13 with respect to that observation?

         14      A.     Well -- (Pause)

         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Ready?  Go ahead,

         16 Ms. Murray.

         17             MS. MURRAY:  I guess I would have two

         18 observations regarding that.  First, in the

         19 available-to-select group -- so people who are

         20 self-selecting an option -- they do have one

         21 opportunity during the year to -- under the Company's

         22 proposal if it were accepted, they have an opportunity

         23 one time to move to a different rate; and under the

         24 randomly-assigned group where the load research

         25 study -- there is the 110 percent guarantee, so they
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          1 are -- over the course of a year, their total rate

          2 would not be higher than 10 percent of what it would

          3 be under Residential Schedule 1.  However, month by

          4 month they would see that sticker shock.

          5             HEARING OFFICER:  All right.  I have

          6 nothing else.  Thank you, Ms. Murray.

          7             Mr. Mecham, do you have testimony to

          8 present during this -- this phase of the Phase III

          9 hearing?

         10             MR. MECHAM:  I do not.  Thank you.

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         12             Ms. Hayes.

         13             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.  Utah Clean Energy

         14 will call Ms. Wright, but I'm wondering if we could

         15 take a five-minute recess so I could refill my water,

         16 and --

         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Two things:  Mr. Snarr,

         18 I didn't ask if you had another witness -- I assumed

         19 you didn't, but if you do I should allow you the

         20 opportunity to call him or her.

         21             MR. SNARR:  We have no other witnesses

         22 other than the ones we've identified, and with respect

         23 to Mr. Thomas, who only addressed the stipulation, I

         24 think we've excused him, and we have nothing more.

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you.  Does
�
                                                                 76



          1 anyone object to having a five-minute break?

          2             Okay.  We'll be in recess until 10:30.

          3 Thanks.

          4            (There was a break taken.)

          5             HEARING OFFICER:  We're back on the

          6 record.  Ms. Hayes.

          7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you, Mr. Hammer.

          8             Utah Clean Energy will now call Ms. Sarah

          9 Wright.  And she will need to be sworn.

         10

         11                     SARAH WRIGHT,

         12     called as a witness, having been duly sworn,

         13        was examined and testified as follows:

         14

         15            HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

         16

         17                     EXAMINATION

         18 BY MS. HAYES:

         19      Q.     Ms. Wright, please state your name and

         20 title for the record.

         21      A.     My name is Sarah Wright.  I'm the

         22 executive director of Utah Clean Energy.

         23      Q.     In Phase III of this docket, did you file

         24 direct testimony along with one exhibit on April 6th,

         25 2017?
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          1      A.     Yes, I did.

          2      Q.     And did you file rebuttal testimony on

          3 April 27th, 2017?

          4      A.     Yes.

          5      Q.     And did you file surrebuttal testimony on

          6 May 16th, 2017?

          7      A.     Yes, I did.

          8      Q.     Do you have any corrections to make to any

          9 of your testimony?

         10      A.     Yes, I do.

         11      Q.     Go ahead.

         12      A.     The first correction that I would like to

         13 make is to my rebuttal testimony.  It is mislabeled as

         14 "Direct Testimony" on the cover page and on the page

         15 headers.  These should be corrected to read

         16 "Rebuttal," rather than "Direct."

         17             Likewise, turning to my surrebuttal

         18 testimony, my surrebuttal testimony is labeled

         19 "Rebuttal Testimony" in the docket number block.

         20             Finally, please turn to Page 7 of my

         21 surrebuttal testimony.  At Line 110, the Number 4

         22 should be replaced with -- by 3.7.  The sentence

         23 should read,

         24             "The differential between the second

         25             on-peak tier and the first off-peak
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          1             tier is 3.7 to one."

          2      Q.     Do you have any other corrections to make?

          3      A.     No.

          4      Q.     So if I ask you the same questions as set

          5 forth in your testimony, would your answers be the

          6 same?

          7      A.     Yes, they would.

          8      Q.     Mr. Meredith provided an exhibit with his

          9 surrebuttal testimony that provided a table of

         10 parties' positions.  Given that positions have been

         11 clarified through the course of this docket, do you

         12 have any edits to make to that table with regard to

         13 Utah Clean Energy's positions?

         14      A.     Yes.

         15      Q.     With regard to the first issue whether one

         16 of the time-of-use rates should include tiers, is

         17 Mr. Meredith's summary correct?

         18      A.     Yes, Utah Clean Energy recommends that one

         19 of the rate options should include inclining block

         20 tiers.

         21      Q.     With regard to the second issue -- that

         22 is, what should the differential be between on- and

         23 off-peak energy prices, what is Utah Clean Energy's

         24 position?

         25      A.     Utah Clean Energy recommends that the
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          1 Commission adopt the Company's first option, which has

          2 a differential of 3 to 1, and UCE's tiered option

          3 which is roughly a 3 to one differential.

          4             Oh, sorry, I didn't -- between tiers.  And

          5 the differential between on-peak second tier and the

          6 off-peak first tier is 3.7 to one.

          7      Q.     And then with regard to the third issue in

          8 Mr. Meredith's table regarding the on-peak and

          9 off-peak time periods, what is Utah Clean Energy's

         10 position?

         11      A.     Well, we still have questions about the

         12 cost basis of these time periods.  For the purposes of

         13 this pilot we accept the time periods proposed by the

         14 Company.

         15      Q.     And then with regard to the final issue in

         16 the table regarding the super off-peak period, what is

         17 Utah Clean Energy's position?

         18      A.     Mr. Meredith is correct.  Utah Clean

         19 Energy has decided not to advocate for a super

         20 off-peak period at this time.

         21      Q.     Having provided these clarifications, do

         22 you have a summary of your testimony to present to the

         23 Commission?

         24      A.     Yes.

         25      Q.     Please proceed.
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          1      A.     First off I would like to thank the

          2 Commission and all parties for investigating and

          3 working on the time-of-use rate design pilot.

          4             Utah Clean Energy strongly supports a

          5 transition to electric vehicles.  However, as the

          6 penetrations of electric vehicles increases, it will

          7 be critical to both to -- to both continue to

          8 accelerate more efficient use of electricity, and

          9 encourage customers to charge their vehicles during

         10 off-peak times.

         11             These two parameters, being as efficient

         12 as possible and shifting consumption to off peak, will

         13 put downward pressure on rates over the long term for

         14 the benefit of all ratepayers.

         15             Throughout this docket we worked with

         16 parties to find as much common ground as possible, and

         17 through review of parties' filed testimony, Utah Clean

         18 Energy was persuaded that it would be useful in the

         19 pilot to study two similar time-of-use rates, one with

         20 inclining block rates and one without.

         21             Because electric-vehicle adoption has the

         22 potential to increase load overall, it is important to

         23 consider the signals for efficiency embedded in

         24 time-of-use rates.

         25             Self-evaluating a tiered-rate time-of-use
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          1 option will help us evaluate the impact of the

          2 combination of time-of-use and inclining block rates

          3 on both conservation and shifting usage to off-peak

          4 times relative to a non time-of-use rate option.

          5             Utah Clean Energy worked in consultation

          6 with the Office of Consumer Services and the Division

          7 of Public Utilities to develop a tiered-rate option to

          8 align closely with Rocky Mountain's Rate Option 1.

          9             Using the Company's worksheets we designed

         10 this rate option with the following objectives:

         11 maintain approximately the same differential between

         12 on and off peak, as was used in Rocky Mountain's Rate

         13 Option 1; provide a meaningful differential between

         14 Tier 1 and 2 to send signals to conserve; and also to

         15 provide savings for EV owners, and to reduce the

         16 disparity of bill impacts across residential energy

         17 usage levels that exist in Rocky Mountain Power's Rate

         18 Option 1 and their Rate Option 2.

         19             Some parties had concerns about the

         20 complexity of layering time-of-use rates and inclining

         21 block rates; however, Utah ratepayers have had

         22 inclining block rate pricing for over 15 years, and

         23 our proposal merely layers time-of-use pricing onto

         24 tiered pricing that customers are already well

         25 accustomed to and familiar with.
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          1             Some parties had concern that a 3-to-1

          2 differential between on- and off-peak pricing would

          3 not be sufficient to send signals to shift load to off

          4 peak.

          5             It's important to note that we're not --

          6 these rates are not designed to tell people not to

          7 cook at a certain time during peak.  These are --

          8 electric vehicles are technology-enabled.  That means

          9 they can be programmed to charge during off-peak

         10 periods.

         11             If a customer knows that they'll pay three

         12 to four times more to fuel their vehicle when they get

         13 home from work, they will set their car to start

         14 charging in the off-peak period.  It's not that they

         15 have to go out and tell it to do it right at that

         16 time; they have to program it, and the car will just

         17 do that.

         18             Parties also expressed concerns that

         19 tiered rates would discourage EV adoption, but my

         20 analysis shows that it will still cost less than $30

         21 per month for an EV customer to charge their vehicle

         22 under UCE's proposal, even charging at the second tier

         23 off-peak rate, even if the charging is all done at the

         24 second off-peak rate.

         25             Further, if there's a desire to tweak the
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          1 tier such that there's a larger differential, if we

          2 keep the second tier below the current first tier of

          3 8.8 cents, customers will definitely save as compared

          4 to their current rates.

          5             Option 2 treats all usage levels of

          6 customers equitably, and still provides significant

          7 savings opportunities for electric-vehicle owners who

          8 charge off peak.  And with regard to the Company's

          9 proposed Rate Option 2, we are very concerned about

         10 the extreme 10-to-1 differential or even a 5- to

         11 6-to-1 differential between the off- and on-peak

         12 prices.

         13             Because of the price signals that this

         14 very low rate during all off peak hours of the day

         15 including weekends, during all off-peak hours of the

         16 day, including weekends and holidays, electricity

         17 would be billed at an extremely low rate.  In the case

         18 of the 10-to-1 differential, it would be 3.4 cents.

         19             These off-peak hours constitute 85 percent

         20 of the summer hours, and 80 percent of the winter

         21 hours.  This extremely cheap electricity could lead to

         22 inefficient and wasteful use of electricity, but in

         23 the long run could lead to costly system investments

         24 and rate increases that could have been avoided.

         25             In summary, Utah Clean Energy recommends
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          1 that the Commission reject the Company's Rate

          2 Option 2, and replace it with Utah Clean Energy's

          3 tiered Rate Option 2, as the two time-of-use rate

          4 options to implement and study during this time-of-use

          5 pilot program.

          6             We further recommend that the Commission

          7 order a compliance phase of this proceeding in order

          8 for the Company to verify that -- rates and bill

          9 impacts for Rate Option 2.

         10             Finally, electric vehicles and

         11 conservation can co-exist.  That is what we are trying

         12 to test in this pilot.  If parties feel that the rate

         13 options in our two tiers are too similar, we could

         14 easily tweak those tiers in the compliance filing.

         15             What we are trying to avoid in our

         16 proposal -- in the compliance filing that we

         17 recommended --

         18             What we are trying to avoid in our

         19 proposal is ratepayer impact, both by encouraging

         20 electric-vehicle owners to shift charging to off-peak

         21 periods and to also reducing load overall, both of

         22 which put downward pressure on rates.

         23             Thank you.  That concludes my testimony.

         24             MS. HAYES:  Utah Clean Energy will first

         25 move the admission of the direct, rebuttal, and
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          1 surrebuttal of testimony of Sarah Wright, then make

          2 her available for cross-examination.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  They're admitted.

          4             Mr. Solander.

          5             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.

          6

          7                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

          8 BY MR. SOLANDER:

          9      Q.     Could you turn to Page 9 of your

         10 surrebuttal testimony?

         11      A.     I'm there.

         12      Q.     Thank you.

         13             On Line 37 you're referencing the

         14 off-peak --

         15      A.     Wait, I must be -- oh.  I probably have

         16 bad labels.  On 9 of my surrebuttal?

         17      Q.     Yes, starting at Line 137.

         18      A.     Okay.  I thought you used a different line

         19 number.

         20      Q.     You're referencing the off-peak rate of

         21 3.4 cents, and you say,

         22             "Such a low rate for the majority of

         23             hours could lead to customer

         24             decisions to invest in more

         25             electricity-consuming devices and use
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          1             more electricity at economically

          2             inefficient and unsustainable

          3             levels"; is that right?

          4      A.     Yes, that's true.

          5      Q.     Does electricity a consumer uses in a

          6 month, after the 800-kilowatt hour, cost the Company

          7 more to produce?

          8      A.     When we implemented tiered rates back in

          9 2001, we looked at a number of factors, including the

         10 marginal cost of new resources; so if new resources

         11 are added, then it does impact rates.

         12      Q.     That's not what I asked.

         13             I said:  Does the electricity a consumer

         14 uses in a one-month period, after an arbitrary amount,

         15 cost the Company more to produce?

         16      A.     In the short-term, I can't speak to that.

         17 It depends on if you have to go to the market and

         18 what's happening with the market at that time.

         19      Q.     But in fact, if the electricity is used

         20 off peak, it would cost the Company significantly less

         21 to produce, would it not?

         22      A.     It would cost them less, then, yes.

         23      Q.     Yes.  And that's regardless of how much

         24 the customer has already used that month?

         25      A.     In the short-term.  If markets are -- have
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          1 availability.

          2      Q.     Okay.  But isn't it true, then, that if

          3 the -- that the off-peak use prices are covering the

          4 variable cost of energy as the Company proposes,

          5 right?

          6      A.     According to your worksheets.  I cannot --

          7 I can't speak to them.

          8      Q.     And would you agree, though, that off-peak

          9 consumption is not contributing to the need for

         10 investment in new generation?

         11      A.     Well, think back to our electric home rate

         12 that we had years ago.  In the long run you encourage

         13 people to build electric homes and offered them

         14 cheaper rates, and then we had to raise those rates.

         15 So you have to think of short term and long term.

         16      Q.     But isn't it true that if we're covering

         17 the variable cost of energy, and off-peak consumption

         18 is not contributing to the need for investment in new

         19 generation, and by definition that off-peak usage is

         20 not economically inefficient?

         21      A.     So you can't say that if we build off-peak

         22 load, that you won't have to build, invest -- make new

         23 investments going forward, and that's what we're

         24 trying to balance:  long-term and short-term costs.

         25      Q.     Your proposal isn't based on cost-based
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          1 rate-making, principles, though, is it?

          2      A.     We used your worksheets and -- to develop

          3 cost, to meet your cost of service.  Maybe what you're

          4 saying is that your current rates base aren't -- you

          5 know, we used your worksheet to develop this proposal.

          6      Q.     Does tiered pricing have any basis in

          7 cost-rate-based rate making?

          8      A.     Well, we -- the idea is that you consider

          9 tiered rates, you consider the marginal cost of new

         10 investments, and you balance that over time.

         11             I remember I was on the stand in one case

         12 where someone -- where it was --

         13             If everyone used the lower amount of

         14 energy, costs would be cheaper over the long run,

         15 because you wouldn't have to build new investments.

         16      Q.     So is that the same as a "No"?

         17      A.     No, it isn't.  Ask me again and I'll try

         18 to answer more clearly.

         19      Q.     Your pricing proposal with the tiered

         20 rates is not based on cost-based rate-making

         21 principles, is it?

         22      A.     I used your spreadsheet and balanced the

         23 cost through the tiers, so then are your current rates

         24 not based on cost-based principles?

         25      Q.     Do you want me to put Mr. Meredith back on
�
                                                                 89



          1 the stand?

          2      A.     I mean I'm using your -- I can't answer

          3 that question.  I used your spreadsheets --

          4      Q.     Okay.

          5      A.     -- to calculate these rates --

          6      Q.     Let me ask you another question, then.

          7      A.     -- so that you collected your cost of

          8 service.

          9      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful if, using the

         10 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company -- wouldn't

         11 it be useful to determine if usage was increased

         12 during the off-peak period in order to determine if it

         13 is economically inefficient?

         14      A.     Please ask that again.

         15      Q.     Wouldn't it be useful to test whether the

         16 time-of-use rates proposed by the Company would result

         17 in higher usage during the off-peak period in order to

         18 determine if that usage is economically inefficient?

         19      A.     I can't answer that question.

         20      Q.     So in your testimony -- and I think in

         21 your summary, you also stated that we're only layering

         22 the pricing on to the tiered rates that the customer

         23 is already well accustomed with -- or accustomed to

         24 and familiar with.  Is that a fair summary?

         25      A.     Yes, on to tiered rates.  Not the exact
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          1 rates, but yes, on to tiered rates.

          2      Q.     Have you done any studies on how well

          3 customers are, quote, accustomed to and familiar with

          4 tiered pricing?

          5      A.     I'm not sure how much you could speak to

          6 that, but I know customers that understand that the

          7 more you use the more you pay.

          8      Q.     Have you presented any evidence that the

          9 average customer is aware how tier pricing affects

         10 their bill?

         11      A.     No, I have not.

         12      Q.     Do you believe that any decrease in rates

         13 is not in the public interest?

         14      A.     No, I propose a decrease in rates.

         15      Q.     If cost decrease or lowers in certain

         16 periods, do you agree that those savings should be

         17 passed on to customers?

         18      A.     If you file a rate case.  If we are saving

         19 money, then they would be passed on to customers.

         20      Q.     On Page 12 of your testimony you state

         21 that --

         22      A.     On surrebuttal?

         23      Q.     I'm sorry, yes.  Surrebuttal.  Line 182.

         24      A.     Okay.

         25      Q.     "EV owners will save money on a TOU
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          1             tiered rate if they charge off peak."

          2      A.     Yes.

          3      Q.     And is that comparing the savings to a gas

          4 vehicle?

          5      A.     To a gas vehicle or to your current rates.

          6      Q.     But they would not save as much when

          7 compared to the Company's proposed rates; is that

          8 correct?

          9      A.     A difference of four dollars.  You know,

         10 electric-vehicle owners already know that they save

         11 money with electricity as compared to gas, so yes,

         12 there's a difference of four dollars.

         13             MR. SOLANDER:  Thank you.  That concludes

         14 my questions.

         15             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter, anything?

         16             MR. JETTER:  I have no questions.  Thank

         17 you.

         18             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr.

         19             MR. SNARR:  I have no questions.

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham?

         21             MR. MECHAM:  Nor do I.

         22             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.

         23             MS. GARDNER:  Yes, we do have a few

         24 questions for Ms. Wright.

         25             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.
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          1                  CROSS-EXAMINATION

          2 BY MS. GARDNER:

          3      Q.     Ms. Wright, do you agree that adding

          4 tiered rates to a time-of-use rate designed for this

          5 pilot has the effect of confusing customers?

          6      A.     I agree that it's -- it adds a new

          7 communication element that will be necessary, yes.

          8      Q.     And I believe you said in your testimony

          9 and today, that customers are used to tiered rates; is

         10 that correct?

         11      A.     Yes, we've had them since about 2001.

         12      Q.     Is it fair to say that electric-vehicle

         13 customers are not used to tiered rates plus

         14 time-of-use rates?

         15      A.     Yes.

         16      Q.     And the idea of a time-of-use rate for

         17 purposes of this pilot, as we've heard from the

         18 Company, is to incent charging during off-peak hours,

         19 correct?

         20      A.     Yes.  And if you're paying three or more

         21 times more, I think that would, regardless if you have

         22 tiers, encourage people to charge off peak.

         23      Q.     But the idea of the time-of-use pilot is

         24 to encourage this off-peak charging?

         25      A.     Well, when you do rate design there's --
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          1 you're always balancing different objectives, and then

          2 you can look upon price principles.  One of them is

          3 conservation, so we looked at trying to balance all

          4 the principles for rate design, including

          5 conservation, and we think that having -- it will

          6 encourage people to charge off peak, and we'll be able

          7 to study not just the impacts of the tiered rate, but

          8 also communication.  How do you communicate that?

          9      Q.     Okay.  Let me try this another way:  Would

         10 you agree that one of the stated purposes of using a

         11 time-of-use rate for this pilot is to encourage EV

         12 owners to charge during off-peak periods?

         13      A.     Yes, I stated that.

         14      Q.     Okay.  And because they pay less to use

         15 energy --

         16             Well, and the reason why they're charging

         17 during these off-peak periods is because they're

         18 actually charged less to do so during those times,

         19 correct?

         20      A.     Or dramatically more if they don't, yes.

         21      Q.     But if they're charging off peak, they are

         22 paying less, in fact, than they were on peak, correct?

         23      A.     Yes, that's correct.

         24      Q.     Okay.  And this, in turn as we've heard

         25 from the Company, helps the Company avoid or delay
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          1 costly investments and infrastructure over time,

          2 correct?

          3      A.     Yes.  Both conservation and shifting peak

          4 avoid avest- -- investments.

          5      Q.     But what we've heard from the Company

          6 today specifically, is that a time-of-use rate can

          7 help them avoid these costly investments by shifting

          8 use to off-peak times, correct?

          9      A.     Yes, I would agree.  That's one principle.

         10      Q.     Okay.  And the idea of a tiered rate, as

         11 you stated today on the stand, is that you actually

         12 pay more for the energy you use, correct?

         13      A.     Yes.

         14      Q.     But under your proposal, even if an EV

         15 owner is following the time-of-use guidelines as laid

         16 out by the Company, they will in fact pay more, if

         17 they hit your top tier, correct?

         18      A.     Yes.  But they'll pay less than they

         19 currently pay than -- under the current rates.

         20      Q.     And when you say what they currently pay,

         21 are you referring to the current tiered rates that we

         22 have in place today for residential customers?

         23      A.     Yes.  And they'll even pay less than the

         24 first tier of our current rates.

         25      Q.     Okay.  But under your proposed combination
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          1 rates -- sort like a hybrid rate, right, where we have

          2 a time-of-use plus a tiered rate -- if an EV owner is

          3 following sort of the guidelines of the time-of-use

          4 pilot and they're actually charging off peak when

          5 energy is cheaper, if they hit your top tier they will

          6 pay more?

          7      A.     Yeah, they'll pay maybe four dollars more.

          8      Q.     Would you agree that that could possibly

          9 create a disincentive for certain EV owners to be

         10 charging --

         11      A.     No, I definitely would disagree.  I mean

         12 they're saving significantly from a gasoline vehicle,

         13 and I don't think that four dollars a month, if you're

         14 saving $50 on gasoline, would discourage people from

         15 an electric vehicle, no.

         16      Q.     Do you feel at a minimum, though, it could

         17 create confusing messages to an EV owner?

         18      A.     No.  I mean it's pretty simple:  You pay

         19 more when you charge on peak, and you save more, the

         20 more you conserve in all hours.

         21      Q.     Okay.  However -- I -- actually I'm still

         22 having a hard time understanding how this creates a

         23 very clear incentive to an EV owner who is vigilant

         24 about charging their car during off-peak hours and is

         25 wanting to save money; because if they are in fact
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          1 using a lot of energy, under your tiered rate, it

          2 doesn't really matter if they're charging off rate,

          3 correct; they'll still be dinged for that?

          4      A.     I don't call that a ding; I call that

          5 smart ratemaking.

          6      Q.     But do you agree that they'll pay more?

          7      A.     I have told you like six times they'll pay

          8 four dollars more.

          9      Q.     I appreciate your patience but this is all

         10 a part of getting the answers correct for our record.

         11      A.     Good, I'm glad.

         12             MS. GARDNER:  I think with that, I think

         13 I've clarified my questions and answers with

         14 Ms. Wright.

         15             I appreciate your time.  Thank you.

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Gardner.

         17             Anything else, Ms. Hayes?

         18             MR. HALSO:  (By telephone)  This is Joe

         19 Halso of the Sierra Club.  Can you hear me?

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.

         21             MR. HALSO:  I have no questions for this

         22 witness, your Honor, and don't expect to have any

         23 during this hearing, but I did want to seize this

         24 moment to make note that I'm present on the line and

         25 outside of today's hearing, so thank you for your
�
                                                                 97



          1 indulgence in letting me participate.

          2             HEARING OFFICER:  You're certainly welcome

          3 to be here, Mr. Halso.  So you wish to officially

          4 enter an appearance, then?

          5             Mr. Halso?

          6             MR. HALSO:  Can you hear me?

          7             HEARING OFFICER:  Yes.

          8             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I do.  Also on behalf of

          9 the Sierra Club located at 1536 Wynkoop Street,

         10 Suite 312 in Denver, Colorado 80202.

         11             REPORTER:  Would you please spell your

         12 name.

         13             MR. HALSO:  Yes.  The first name is Joe,

         14 J-o-e, and Halso, H-a-l-s-o.

         15             HEARING OFFICER:  And Mr. Halso, we're

         16 nearing the conclusion, I think, of testimony today,

         17 and you haven't had an opportunity to examine any

         18 witnesses.  I imagine there would be some rather

         19 vigorous objection if we re-hash material, but we

         20 should discuss it if there's a desire.

         21             Are you comfortable with us proceeding

         22 from this point forward without recalling any

         23 witnesses?

         24             MR. HALSO:  Yes, I am, your Honor.

         25             I've been listening in since the outset
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          1 and found an opportunity to just jump in.  And the

          2 only thing I would offer is that I would be happy to

          3 make a statement on behalf of the Sierra Club with

          4 respect to the stipulation and partial settlement,

          5 which we did join, although I know that window has

          6 passed.

          7             But I don't have any questions for

          8 witnesses, and we do not have witnesses to offer

          9 today.

         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

         11 Mr. Halso.

         12             Ms. Hayes, I'm sorry.  Did you say there

         13 was nothing else?

         14             MS. HAYES:  Just a momentary redirect

         15 if --

         16             HEARING OFFICER:  Go ahead.

         17             MS. HAYES:  -- that's all right.

         18

         19                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

         20 BY MS. HAYES:

         21      Q.     Ms. Wright, you mentioned at one point

         22 about balancing objectives and rate design, and

         23 Mr. Solander asked some questions about energy costs.

         24 Is cost causation the only rate-making principle?

         25      A.     No, it is one of the rate-making
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          1 principles that you need to balance.

          2             MS. HAYES:  No further questions.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          4             Ms. Wright, I just have a couple.

          5

          6                     EXAMINATION

          7 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

          8      Q.     So just to clarify, if I understand your

          9 testimony today, is it fair -- is it a fair summary

         10 that the -- pardon me, that UCE's primary concern with

         11 respect to the Company's proposed Option 2 is that it

         12 could create a situation where some customers could

         13 enjoy a windfall?

         14      A.     I would say our primary concern -- and if

         15 you remember our direct testimony is that we want to

         16 test tiered rates, and so that's very important.  And

         17 I think with the tiered-rate Option 2, for customers

         18 that can move their energy use off peak, I don't know

         19 if it's a windfall, but they may make investments that

         20 are not prudent, and if --

         21             I don't know if you were here, but back in

         22 2001 or before then, when we had incentives for

         23 electric homes, people made investments based on a

         24 rate structure that was not tenable for the long term.

         25             And so we want to make sure that we're
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          1 sending signals to make smart decisions, not only

          2 today, but for the long term; and that's why we think

          3 the conservation principle needs to be balanced with

          4 the incentive -- with rates to also incent electric

          5 vehicles in charging off peak.

          6      Q.     Does the status of this proposal, as a

          7 pilot program that will presumably be limited in

          8 duration, alleviate your concerns at all?

          9      A.     Well, that's why we think we should be

         10 testing a tiered rate, because it is a pilot program.

         11 How do you message it?  What do you need to do?  Can

         12 we see savings?  That's why it makes sense.

         13             And some of the studies -- and Ms. Murray

         14 mentioned that, you know -- the Rocky Mountain

         15 Institute Report suggests that we need to study

         16 conservation signals in time-of-use rate pricing.

         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

         18 Ms. Wright.  I have nothing else.

         19             MS. WRIGHT:  Thank you.

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes, no other

         21 witnesses?

         22             MS. HAYES:  No other witnesses.  Thank

         23 you.

         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Gardner.

         25             MS. GARDNER:  WRA calls Mr. Kenneth L.
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          1 Wilson to the stand.

          2             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Wilson, you're still

          3 under oath.

          4             MR. WILSON:  Yes, sir.

          5

          6                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

          7 BY MS. GARDNER:

          8      Q.     Mr. Wilson, have you prepared a brief

          9 summary of your testimony today?

         10      A.     Yes.  Yes.

         11      Q.     Will you please go ahead and provide that

         12 summary to this Commission?

         13      A.     Yes.  Thank you.

         14             So electric vehicles are coming; they are

         15 being slowly adopted now but we believe that this will

         16 increase over time, and we encourage that.  We think

         17 that's a very good idea for many many reasons that I

         18 won't go into.  But as an engineer I'm concerned about

         19 the impact that will have on the utility -- their

         20 generation fleet, their distribution, their

         21 transmission -- and that's why we really want to

         22 encourage smart charging of these vehicles at off-peak

         23 hours.

         24             And this pilot is an excellent way to see

         25 how customers will change their charging behavior
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          1 based on time-of-use rates.  And so we are very

          2 encouraged that this pilot is going to be conducted,

          3 and our sole objective is to make sure that the pilot

          4 comes up with results that are statistically

          5 significant, and can be used in future rate cases to

          6 inform the Commission about how they might want to

          7 design rates for everybody in the future.

          8             With that in mind, I won't -- I had some

          9 more preamble that I was going to do but I don't think

         10 that I need to do that.

         11             I think I'll focus on kind of the issue

         12 that we're trying to grapple with here, which is

         13 whether to go with what I call a clean time-of-use for

         14 Option 1 and Option 2, as proposed by Rocky Mountain

         15 Power, or whether to layer in a tiered-rate structure

         16 on to one of those options.

         17             And I guess what I would like to say

         18 primarily about that -- and I think Mr. Meredith in

         19 his summary gave a pretty good explanation of his

         20 concern -- but I wanted to say that I have been

         21 involved in similar studies for almost 40 years.

         22             I was at Bell Labs for 18 years, and

         23 principally in the network performance group, and we

         24 actually did a lot of studies that looked at how

         25 customers reacted to various issues in the
�
                                                                103



          1 telecommunications network -- and while it's not

          2 exactly the same as energy, the statistical properties

          3 of the study are very similar -- and I had Ph.D.

          4 statisticians working for me helping to design studies

          5 of various types.

          6             So my concern is that we come up with a

          7 very statistically-valid study.  And this type of

          8 study, to the best my knowledge, has not been done in

          9 any other state, so we really have a golden

         10 opportunity, not only to show something to the whole

         11 nation, but also specifically to see what happens in

         12 Utah, when electric-vehicle owners have the

         13 opportunity to use different rates.

         14             And what we want is really to get some

         15 results that we can make very valid conclusions

         16 against, and you heard Mr. Meredith express his

         17 concerns.

         18             I was pointed to one section of my

         19 surrebuttal to -- by the Division.  In that

         20 surrebuttal I presented a graph that was in a Rocky

         21 Mountain Institute study, and there are several things

         22 that we can kind of see in that, and based on that

         23 graph I said, "Well, maybe they'll address some

         24 concerns."

         25             We could lower the 10-to-1 ratio a little
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          1 bit and still get significant results, and I still

          2 think that's true.  Either 7-to-1 or 6-to-1 would

          3 probably be a good place to end up, though the 10-to-1

          4 will certainly get us to a point.

          5             The real issue here is that we need two

          6 points, so we can make some conclusions about if you

          7 drew a line between those points, where would it --

          8 what would it look like on a similar graph to the one

          9 that I presented?

         10             And my concern is that if we only have one

         11 clean time-of-use point to put on a graph, it's kind

         12 of out in space.  We need a second point that is the

         13 same except for the ratio, in order to really see

         14 what's happening when we move to -- from what I call a

         15 moderate 3-to-1 to a more aggressive 10-to-1, or

         16 something a little smaller.  And I think that's very

         17 important; otherwise I'm afraid we won't be able to

         18 make as conclusive statements as we could with the

         19 cleaner proposal.

         20             The other issue I wanted to touch on is

         21 the issue of confusion of customers.  And I recently

         22 testified in two rate cases in Arizona -- one for

         23 Tucson Electric Unisource, and the other for Arizona

         24 Public Service -- and there was a great deal of

         25 concern -- these were general rate cases, not pilot
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          1 projects -- but there was a tremendous amount of

          2 discussion about time-of-use rates, and there are some

          3 big pilots that have been going on there with

          4 time-of-use rates for some time, and no one was really

          5 advocating to layer on tiers into those time-of-use

          6 rates.

          7             And their concern was communication to the

          8 customer and the customer's understanding of what

          9 happens when you get multiple variables going on with

         10 their bill.

         11             And I think that's particularly important

         12 with this pilot with customers who have new electric

         13 vehicles.  We want them to use those vehicles without

         14 having something in their head saying, "Oh, I know

         15 that if I charge more and use it more, it will cost a

         16 little more."  And that concerns me.

         17             While I don't have absolute statistics to

         18 back that up, it's got to be something of a

         19 psychological issue to a customer.  They go in the

         20 garage, they have an electric vehicle and a gasoline

         21 vehicle, "Which do I use?"  And if I know that it

         22 costs a little more to charge more and use more with

         23 the electric vehicle, that could impact what I do.

         24             So I think the confusion issue is a big

         25 one that we should avoid for the pilot.
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          1             When we get to a general rate case,

          2 eventually, here, I think then we will need to very

          3 carefully -- very carefully look at all of these

          4 issues, and see what makes sense for all customers.

          5             I doubt that there will be any appetite

          6 for a separate rate class for electric-vehicle owners,

          7 though that could happen.  But if someone could switch

          8 rate classes by buying an electric vehicle, you don't

          9 want to create some gaming there.  And I'm afraid if

         10 you had separate rate classes that could happen.

         11             I think that -- I mean the idea of

         12 time-of-use rates with tiered rates is an interesting

         13 one, and if we had more -- more money for this study,

         14 I would recommend that we do essentially what Rocky

         15 Mountain Power is proposing, and also have two sets of

         16 customers that were on time-of-use with tiered rates.

         17 Then we would get two sets for each of those types of

         18 rates, and then we could do some very good

         19 comparisons.

         20             But given that we have limited funds and

         21 we don't want to overspend the budget, I think it's

         22 much more prudent to select one of those types of rate

         23 structures and not try to mix and match.  I think if

         24 we mix and match we will have problems when we try to

         25 analyze this.
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          1             So I believe that's all I would say in

          2 summary.  Thank you.

          3      Q.     Mr. Wilson, I am going to ask you just one

          4 quick follow-up question.

          5             We have had two witnesses today,

          6 Ms. Murray with the Office and Ms. Wright with the

          7 Utah Clean Energy, reference your Attachment A to this

          8 most recent exhibit -- I believe it was WRA

          9 Exhibit 4.0 -- and that would be the Rocky Mountain --

         10 I'm sorry, the Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and

         11 they mention that in that report that -- that there

         12 are some concerns regarding potential conservation

         13 impacts from time-of-use rates.

         14             Ms. Wright says that -- suggests that we

         15 need to better understand conservation price signals

         16 included in these rates, and this is included in that

         17 report.  Can you address the concerns that were raised

         18 by both of these witnesses today?

         19      A.     Yes.

         20             I mean it is a very good question as to

         21 how the best design rates for electric-vehicle

         22 users -- and one day we may be going back to

         23 advocating for heating with electricity instead of

         24 natural gas, but without a larger study -- meaning

         25 more -- more groups of customers on different rate
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          1 classes -- I just don't see how we can get at what we

          2 would need to get at to really understand how energy

          3 efficiency is impacted by different time-of-use-type

          4 rate structures.

          5             Further, Western Resource Advocates has

          6 been studying the issues of rate structures for

          7 several years, looking at time of use, looking at

          8 demand charges.  And while we know that the Regulatory

          9 Assistance Project has said that there is some

         10 additional advantage in energy efficiency, in saving

         11 energy from having time-of-use plus layering on a

         12 tier, we're pretty convinced, at Western Resource

         13 Advocates, that we will get a lot of energy efficiency

         14 from simple time-of-use rates; that customers will

         15 become very aware of when they're using energy, and

         16 that that will cause them to reduce their overall

         17 energy use.

         18             And that's been the discussion in Arizona,

         19 in these other cases, that you do get a lot of

         20 savings.  Maybe eventually there are other ways to get

         21 even more, but we think that simple is better, going

         22 forward at this time.

         23      Q.      Mr. Wilson, does that conclude the

         24 summary of your position today?

         25      A.     It does.
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          1      Q.     Do you have any other recommendations for

          2 the Commissions that are not included in your

          3 testimony?

          4      A.     I do not.

          5      Q.     Does that conclude your summary?

          6      A.     Yes.

          7             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you.

          8             Mr. Wilson is available for cross.

          9             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Solander?

         10             MR. SOLANDER:  No questions, thank you.

         11             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Jetter.

         12             MR. JETTER:  Actually I do have a just a

         13 few brief questions.

         14

         15                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

         16 BY MR. JETTER:

         17      Q.     And this was actually regarding the issue

         18 that we had -- you had mentioned earlier, which is in

         19 your surrebuttal testimony on Page 5.

         20             There's a chart that is included from the

         21 Rocky Mountain Institute report -- and I don't know if

         22 you have that in front of you --

         23      A.     I do.

         24      Q.     Is your copy by chance in color?

         25      A.     It is.
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          1      Q.     Okay.  So there's a combination of green

          2 and blue points on that chart, and as I understand

          3 that, is it correct that the blue points to the right

          4 are based on a modified time-based rate, which are --

          5 I think the report described it as supercritical

          6 high-load hours that typically fall between five and

          7 22 days per year?

          8      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.

          9      Q.     And kind of where I'm going with this

         10 question is:  If we look on the chart down to the

         11 10-to-1 peak/off-peak ratio, that's pretty much

         12 exclusively into the territory of those sort of

         13 critical off-/on-peak rates, and there are no standard

         14 time-of-you price -- time-of-use pricing -- or the

         15 clean time-of-use pricing, with that extreme of a

         16 ratio; is that right?

         17      A.     Yes, that's my understanding.  At least

         18 from the date that that was used to create this chart.

         19      Q.     Okay.  And if this chart is --

         20             I guess what I'm kind of -- follow up with

         21 that would be that it sounds like my understanding is

         22 correct, and your recommendation would be that the

         23 10-to-1 rate would be a little bit on the extreme end,

         24 and somewhere more like 5-to-1 would be more

         25 appropriate for the second option?
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          1      A.     Well, I think, as Mr. Meredith said, we

          2 want to keep the difference between the two options

          3 strong enough so that we get a clear signal as to the

          4 difference in customer behavior.

          5             I think 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 would probably be

          6 adequate, but we're kind of basing it on studies, as

          7 you point out, that are not identical to what we're

          8 doing.

          9             In my surrebuttal I said that this chart

         10 was not based on electric-vehicle time-of-use studies;

         11 it was based on just general users.  So we don't

         12 really know how the electric vehicle users will fall

         13 on this chart, and as I said a few minutes ago, that's

         14 why I'd like -- I'd love to see two points rather than

         15 just one point.

         16             And you've pointed out that there are --

         17 there is another variable in this chart that makes it

         18 a little less applicable to what we're actually doing,

         19 and that is that the blue dots on the chart are from

         20 critical peak pricing prices and other things.

         21             But what I was really doing was using this

         22 chart to kind of indicate:  How much of a difference

         23 does it take in prices to get reaction from a

         24 customer?  And I think that's more interesting than

         25 when those prices were available.  It's just the --
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          1 the absolute difference in the prices.

          2             And so while you have certainly a valid

          3 point there, I was more interested in just the

          4 absolute difference in the peak to off-peak ratio.

          5             And there are a lot of things happening

          6 with this curve.  I don't think Rocky Mountain

          7 Institute captured all of that in their -- their

          8 discussion, because you could -- if you throw out some

          9 of the points that are way off scale, I think you come

         10 up with some different -- a little bit different

         11 analysis than they did.

         12             But maybe to summarize, I think it's a

         13 reasonable kind of guide to look at.

         14      Q.     Okay.  Well, thank you.

         15             And following up just a little bit on

         16 that, which is kind of what I'm kind of trying to

         17 tease out, is that it seems, really, from that chart,

         18 that other utilities that were studied here typically

         19 don't go beyond about 4-to-1 in actual rates, and

         20 10-to-1 is beyond, it looks like, anything that they

         21 had come up with in their study.

         22             Do you think it would be reasonable to

         23 have a second time-of-use rate that is beyond the

         24 limit of what would be reasonable, to try to actually

         25 implement in an actual rate that's open to all
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          1 customers?

          2      A.     Well, this is not -- we're looking at a

          3 pilot, not a general rate case, and I'm sure that if

          4 this was a general rate case I would be analyzing this

          5 in a different way, and probably advocating

          6 differently.

          7             But given it's a pilot, I really keep

          8 going back to statistical significance.  We need a big

          9 enough differential that we actually get something

         10 meaningful at the end of the study.  And it may be

         11 that even at 3-to-1 customers really shift their

         12 charging pattern, but it may not.  And it could be

         13 that the charging pattern shift for 3-to-1 is not much

         14 different from 4-to-1 or even 5-to-1.  That's why we

         15 need a bit of a spread, and I think 6-to-1 would be

         16 the smallest I would recommend for Option 2.

         17             MR. JETTER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all

         18 the questions I had.

         19             I appreciate your time.

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Snarr?

         21             MR. SNARR:  Thank you.

         22                          *

         23                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

         24 BY MR. SNARR:

         25      Q.     You indicated that certain aspects of the
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          1 time-of-use rate pilot study here in Utah provides

          2 opportunities for study that may not have been studied

          3 in other states; is that correct?

          4      A.     That's correct.

          5      Q.     Now, you also referenced this Rocky

          6 Mountain Institute paper where certain things have

          7 been studied in other states.  And indeed on

          8 Page 28 -- you've been referencing it -- that captures

          9 some of the information from other studies that have

         10 been made, at least as it relates to incorporating

         11 differentials and time-of-use rates; is that correct?

         12      A.     Yes.

         13      Q.     And you've referenced in your testimony

         14 some of those conclusions, conclusions related to the

         15 10-to-1 ratio, conclusions related to a 5-to-1 ratio,

         16 and conclusions with respect to a 2-to-1 ratio; is

         17 that right?

         18      A.     That's correct.

         19      Q.     So a study focused on different

         20 differentials is basically repeating what you've

         21 already got resourced here in your Rocky Mountain

         22 Institute study; is that correct?

         23      A.     Not with electric vehicles, no.  But with

         24 studies that were not directed at just general energy

         25 users, then this is a better guide.
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          1      Q.     Do you suspect that the conclusions

          2 reached in the Rocky Mountain Institute paper with

          3 respect to users generally on time-of-use rates, would

          4 significantly differ from electric-vehicle users?

          5      A.     I don't know --

          6      Q.     Okay.

          7      A.     -- and that's what I would like to know.

          8      Q.     Okay.  Isn't it true that there's not been

          9 a study that you're aware of that compares a

         10 time-of-use rate with another time-of-use rate having

         11 tiered or inclining blocks?

         12      A.     I think there has been some of that but I

         13 haven't seen the data.  I've heard -- I mean I've

         14 listened to several RAP -- webinars, and that's the

         15 rate -- well, RAP, and we actually hired one of their

         16 people to consult with us on rate design a bit, and I

         17 don't have access to that data offhand.

         18      Q.     You were referencing studies to be

         19 meaningful.  If we studied two different ideas or two

         20 different points of information that were somewhat the

         21 same, the study might not be effective because you

         22 couldn't see the difference; is that right?

         23      A.     That you wouldn't -- yes, correct, you

         24 would not get a statistically-significant difference

         25 between the two, so you kind of wasted one of your
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          1 points.

          2      Q.     But with respect to general usage and the

          3 information you provided here out of Page 28 of the

          4 Rocky Mountain Institute, the effect of the rate

          5 differential has been studied and somewhat has an

          6 answer as you've played out in your testimony; isn't

          7 that true?

          8      A.     Yes.  I mean the higher the differential

          9 in general, the more shifting of energy to off peak

         10 from on peak.  Yes, I think we could conclude that.

         11      Q.     So if we were to put forth a study

         12 opportunity here in the state of Utah with its

         13 electric-vehicle program where we were studying one

         14 time-of-use rate involved -- which incorporates a

         15 particular rate differential that seems to be the best

         16 candidate, as you've recommended, out of the Rocky

         17 Mountain Institute; and on the other hand, studied a

         18 time-of-use rate that has tiers, wouldn't that provide

         19 a great opportunity as a study -- as a study of these

         20 two different concepts, and to see whether or not

         21 there is a difference in how the two rates would

         22 compare?

         23      A.     No.  I disagree with that.  As I said, if

         24 we could add two more groups of customers to this

         25 study then we could do that, and I would be
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          1 comfortable -- very comfortable.  That would be a

          2 great study.

          3             But if we're limited to essentially three

          4 groups that control an Option 1 and Option 2, then I

          5 would disagree with that.

          6             I think it either has to be a clean

          7 time-of-use for both of Option 1 and Option 2, or it

          8 has to be tiered plus time-of-use for both of them,

          9 which I don't find as valuable, because I -- I think

         10 there's confusion between which of those variables is

         11 really causing the shift.

         12      Q.     With respect to confusion, you've studied

         13 the surrebuttal of Utah Clean Energy witness Sarah

         14 Wright; isn't that true?

         15      A.     Yes.

         16      Q.     And isn't it true that her current

         17 proposal only really has two TOU rate alternatives:

         18 one with tiers and one without?

         19      A.     Yes.

         20      Q.     And with respect to the one with tiers,

         21 there would be four different energy rates stated for

         22 service throughout the year; isn't that correct?

         23      A.     Yes.

         24      Q.     And isn't it true that the current -- that

         25 the applicable residential rates includes tiers?
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          1      A.     Yes.

          2      Q.     And with respect to those tiers, isn't it

          3 true there's three different energy rates that apply

          4 during the summer?

          5      A.     Yes.

          6      Q.     And Rocky Mountain has not proposed any

          7 rate design features that would encourage conservation

          8 for off-peak periods where those electric vehicles

          9 were given special lower rates to encourage their

         10 vehicles -- to recharge their vehicles; isn't that

         11 correct?

         12             Do you want me to restate that?

         13      A.     Please.

         14      Q.     Rocky Mountain has not proposed any rate

         15 design features that would encourage conservation for

         16 off-peak time periods where those with electric

         17 vehicles are given special lower rates to charge their

         18 vehicles; isn't that correct?

         19      A.     Best of my knowledge, that's correct.

         20      Q.     And if the TOU pilot program were to

         21 include one rate option that included tiered or

         22 inclining block rates, isn't it true that that would

         23 allow the usage patterns to be studied more directly

         24 as it relates to whether charging vehicles in off-peak

         25 periods would encourage habits that might be
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          1 inconsistent with energy conservation?

          2      A.     Well, as I said, if we had two more

          3 options it would be a great idea, but I think the mix

          4 and match, we're going to look at apples and oranges.

          5      Q.     But the mix and match, as you suggest,

          6 would remove any opportunity to observe the results as

          7 it relates to possible measures to encourage

          8 conservation; isn't that correct?

          9      A.     Well, we're going -- I wouldn't quite

         10 dis- -- I wouldn't quite agree with that because we

         11 will have a set of customers on the existing rates

         12 which have the tiered rates, so we will get to see

         13 what the difference is between those.  We wouldn't see

         14 how time-of-use impacts that, but as I said, we just

         15 don't have enough options to throw at that.

         16      Q.     But if you have three rates -- one that's

         17 got tiers over here, two that have time-of-use

         18 opportunities for service over here -- wouldn't

         19 changing one of those time-of-use rates to a tiered

         20 option allow us to observe both -- both the possible

         21 impacts of switching to a different lower rate

         22 differential, and also switching to a rate -- with a

         23 lower rate but also including the tiers.  Doesn't

         24 three rates allow us to observe two different features

         25 and study them?
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          1      A.     No.  Because I mean as you said, current

          2 rate actually has three different tiers, so that's

          3 different; and then we have one clean time-of-use and

          4 then a time-of-use with tiers.  And so we really have

          5 three different -- you've got apples, oranges, and

          6 pineapples or something.

          7             MR. SNARR:  I have no further questions.

          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Mr. Mecham.

          9             MR. MECHAM:  No questions, thank you.

         10             HEARING OFFICER:  Ms. Hayes?

         11             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.

         12             Good morning, Mr. Wilson.

         13

         14                   CROSS-EXAMINATION

         15 BY MS. HAYES:

         16      Q.     So I'm going to turn back to the -- your

         17 graph on Page -- well, I guess it's the graph from the

         18 RMI report on Page 5 of your testimony -- excuse me.

         19             And you -- just to follow up on what

         20 Mr. Jetter was saying, you were really focused on the

         21 green dots; is that correct?

         22      A.     No, I was looking at the whole set.

         23 Actually -- actually, if they weren't colored, that's

         24 kind of how -- if they were all grey, that's kind of

         25 how I was looking at them, just to see the spread of
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          1 peak to off peak and what that did to move customer

          2 behavior.

          3      Q.     Okay.  But in the current -- the proposals

          4 that -- that we're contemplating for this pilot

          5 program, we're really only -- only considering what in

          6 this report they would consider the time-of-use price

          7 only, is that correct, because we're not considering

          8 critical-peak pricing, peak-time rebates, or

          9 variable-peak pricing; is that correct?

         10      A.     Correct as you ask it, but we are looking

         11 at, you know, what's the significance of the spread --

         12      Q.     Okay.

         13      A.     -- which takes into account, in my view,

         14 all of the dots.

         15      Q.     Sure.  Okay.

         16             Do you know how many of the studies

         17 represented in any of these dots examined tiered

         18 time-of-use rates?

         19      A.     No, I don't know.

         20      Q.     Okay.  Do you know how many of these

         21 studies represented in the dots evaluated

         22 technology-enabled devices?

         23      A.     No.  I don't know that.

         24      Q.     All right.

         25             Let's talk about electric vehicles for a
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          1 minute.

          2             With an electric vehicle, you can program

          3 the car to begin charging at a set time; is that

          4 correct?

          5      A.     Yes, that's correct.

          6      Q.     And that's true -- that's true of the

          7 vehicle itself, regardless of the type of charger; is

          8 that correct?

          9      A.     Yes, it's a property of the vehicle in

         10 general.

         11      Q.     Okay.  So in other words, the electric

         12 vehicle is what's called a technology-enabled device;

         13 is that correct?

         14      A.     It is, though I know there are chargers

         15 that do have those kinds of capabilities as well.

         16      Q.     Sure.  Sure.  But the cars themselves are

         17 technology-enabled devices?

         18      A.     Well, certainly.  And to the best of my

         19 knowledge, most or all of them do have the ability to

         20 program your charging.

         21      Q.     Yes.  Will you turn with me to Page 42 of

         22 the RMI report?

         23      A.     I actually don't have it here.

         24      Q.     Oh.  I think it -- okay.  If it's -- if

         25 it's all right, Ms. Wright has a copy --
�
                                                                123



          1      A.     Sure.

          2      Q.     -- of Page 42 that we can bring to you.

          3             HEARING OFFICER:  Is that in the record

          4 somewhere, to which -- I can pull it up here --

          5 introduced with the surrebuttal?

          6             MS. GARDNER:  It's Attachment A to

          7 Exhibit WRA 4.0.

          8             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          9             MR. WILSON:  Excuse me.  Could you repeat

         10 which page?

         11             MS. HAYES:  Page 42.

         12             MS. GARDNER:  Sorry --

         13             MS. HAYES:  I'm looking at Page 42 of that

         14 RMI report.

         15             MR. WILSON:  Okay.

         16      Q.     BY MS. HAYES:  So the graph on the left

         17 which -- shows peak production for basic time-based

         18 rates with and without enabling technology.

         19             So the lighter blue shows time-of-use

         20 rates along with technology-enabled devices.  So

         21 looking at that graph, would you agree with me that

         22 much higher savings -- for example, more than

         23 double -- were achieved with technology-enabled

         24 devices plus time-of-use rates, than with time-of-use

         25 rates alone?
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          1      A.     Yes.  But looking at this again, the curve

          2 is actually steeper on the price-enabling technology's

          3 curve, which means that it's actually more important

          4 to have a larger peak, off-peak ratio -- with enabling

          5 technology.

          6      Q.     But there are results that show that even

          7 at a 3-to-1 -- at a -- or around a 3-to-1 ratio, there

          8 were significant savings, would you agree?

          9      A.     Oh, certainly.

         10      Q.     All right.

         11      A.     Certainly.  But there are even more

         12 savings at six- and 7-to-1, by a significant amount,

         13 like 50 percent or more.

         14      Q.     Thank you.

         15             So will you turn with me to Page 81 of the

         16 Rocky Mountain Institute report.

         17      A.     Yes.  I'm there.

         18      Q.     Okay.  I'm not.  One moment.

         19             Well, will you -- this Page 81 lists some

         20 conclusory recommendations.  Would you -- would you

         21 read those first two paragraphs.

         22      A.     Into the record or --

         23      Q.     Yes.

         24      A.     -- to myself?

         25             So the first two bullet points?
�
                                                                125



          1      Q.     No, it's just that introductory paragraph

          2 and then that first bullet point.

          3      A.     Oh.

          4             Starting at "Going forward"?

          5      Q.     Let me see.  I -- I think so.  I think

          6 I've misplaced my Page 81, but -- yeah, "Going

          7 forward," exactly.  Thank you.

          8      A.     Okay.  So this is the research take-aways

          9 from this paper.

         10             "Going forward there are significant

         11             knowledge gaps related to both time

         12             based and demand charge rates that

         13             the industry and researchers should

         14             address.  Specific topics that

         15             emerged through this work include" --

         16             and then I'll read the first one --

         17      Q.     Uh-hm.

         18      A.     -- "Evaluate rate impacts on total

         19             energy consumption.  The majority of

         20             studies that have considered

         21             customers' behavior response to

         22             alternative rates have evaluated the

         23             impacts on customer peak reduction,

         24             but very few evaluated the impacts on

         25             total energy consumption.
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          1             Regardless of whether the intent of a

          2             time-based or demand-charge rate is

          3             to impact total energy consumption,

          4             this is a critical consideration and

          5             the rates' effect is important to

          6             understand."

          7      Q.     Thank you.

          8             So isn't Utah Clean Energy proposing to

          9 evaluate, with its tiered-rate option, an evaluation

         10 of total energy consumption, in addition to peak

         11 shifting, relative to consumption of peak shifting

         12 under a non-tiered rate option?

         13      A.     Well, that's certainly the desire of Utah

         14 Clean Energy --

         15      Q.     Yes.

         16      A.     -- and I just have the concerns I've

         17 expressed earlier.

         18             MS. HAYES:  Sure.

         19             No further questions.

         20             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Ms. Hayes.  I

         21 just have one.

         22                          *

         23                     EXAMINATION

         24 BY THE HEARING OFFICER:

         25      Q.     Mr. Wilson, you suggested several times
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          1 that there would be value in comparing two points,

          2 correct?

          3      A.     Correct.

          4      Q.     So regardless of what ultimately happens

          5 with respect to Option 2, there will be value in

          6 comparing the control group against the customers who

          7 participate under Option 1; is that right?

          8      A.     Yes, there is some value to that.

          9      Q.     Could we do anything with respect to

         10 Option 2 that would interfere with the utility of

         11 those results?

         12      A.     No.  I've thought about that, and I guess

         13 to me, if we go with the Option 2 that has the tiered

         14 rates, it just I think would lack meaning to me, and

         15 it would just be unfortunate.  We would still have the

         16 results as you said.

         17             HEARING OFFICER:  Okay.  Thank you,

         18 Mr. Wilson.

         19             Ms. Gardner, anything else?

         20             MS. GARDNER:  Just a few clarifying

         21 questions.

         22                          *

         23                 REDIRECT EXAMINATION

         24 BY MS. GARDNER:

         25      Q.     We've heard a little bit today, both from
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          1 exhibits that were submitted in this -- in this

          2 docket, as well as live testimony regarding some

          3 research that has been done, not only by the Rocky

          4 Mountain Institute, but also by the Regulatory

          5 Assistance Project, correct?

          6      A.     Yes.

          7      Q.     And in both of those reports we understand

          8 that there's been at least one study that we've been

          9 made aware where they've looked at a combined

         10 time-of-use plus tiered rate; is that correct?

         11             If I need to rephrase, let me know.

         12      A.     Yes.  Yeah, please.

         13      Q.     Okay.  So is it true that from the

         14 Regulatory Assistance Project presentation, they do

         15 provide some results from a case study where they

         16 looked at a time-of-use plus tiered-rate design?

         17      A.     Yes, I believe they have.

         18      Q.     And it sounds like, based on the

         19 questioning we just received from Utah Clean Energy,

         20 that the Rocky Mountain Institute also says that there

         21 is some value to be gleaned from looking at energy

         22 consumption with -- with these rate designs --

         23 correct?

         24      A.     Oh, certainly, yes.

         25      Q.     Now, one of the reasons you chose to use
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          1 this data from the Rocky Mountain Institute was simply

          2 to show the different types of rate differentials that

          3 are used in time-of-use rate design; is that correct?

          4      A.     Yes, that's correct.

          5      Q.     And is it true that based on your opinion

          6 of those study results that you find that somewhere in

          7 the 6-to-1 or 7-to-1 differential it is appropriate

          8 for this particular pilot?

          9      A.     Yes.  And you know, what -- if you had,

         10 you know, the best of all worlds, you would add a

         11 whole bunch of options and do 3-to-1, 4-to-1, 5-to-1,

         12 6-to-1, and you could create a very nice curve for

         13 Utah.

         14             And you could do the same with time-of-use

         15 plus tiered rates, if you had the ability to do many

         16 more options.  And of course as an engineer and

         17 scientist, I'd love to see that, but I understand the

         18 practical, you know, constrictions on that.  So you

         19 know, I'm kind of -- I'm kind of advising to go with

         20 the best case that we have.

         21      Q.     And Mr. Wilson, isn't it true that the

         22 Rocky Mountain Institute results on differentials did

         23 not look at electric vehicle time-of-use pilots

         24 specifically, right?

         25      A.     To the best of my knowledge it didn't look
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          1 at any electric-vehicle pilot.

          2      Q.     So would you agree that this opportunity

          3 we've been afforded by Rocky Mountain Power's proposed

          4 electric-vehicle pilot project is a unique one for the

          5 state of Utah, to compare the impacts of two different

          6 time-of-use rates with varying differentials, and how

          7 those rates will impact customer behavior?

          8      A.     Absolutely, for the reasons I've already

          9 stated.

         10             MS. GARDNER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.  No

         11 further questions.

         12             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

         13 You're excused.

         14             MR. WILSON:  Thank you.

         15             MR. SNARR:  I have one additional

         16 question, just a point of inquiry.

         17             Is there anywhere in the filed testimony

         18 of Mr. Wilson or others that's referencing this

         19 Regulatory Assistance Project?

         20             MS. HAYES:  It's the exhibit attached to

         21 Ms. Wright's direct testimony.

         22             MR. SNARR:  Okay.  Thank you.

         23             MS. HAYES:  That was Sophie Hayes.

         24             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you, Mr. Wilson.

         25             Anything else, Ms. Gardner?
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          1             MS. GARDNER:  Nothing further.  Thank you.

          2             HEARING OFFICER:  Thank you.

          3             Do any of the parties have anything else

          4 before we adjourn?

          5             Seeing no hands and hearing nothing, we

          6 are adjourned.  Thank you, everyone.

          7             MS. HAYES:  Thank you.

          8     (The hearing was concluded at 11:40 a.m.)

          9                 *        *        *
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